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Preface
The present issue oi ICS comprises the papers presented at the Conference
of the International Plutarch Society held in the summer of 1987 at Athens.
I have included the contributions by the scholars unable to attend the Athens
Conference. In preparing the typescripts for publication I have been assisted
by such renowned Plutarchean scholars as Fr. E. Brenk, S.J. (Rome), J. P.
Hershbell (Minneapolis), and Ph. A. Stadter (Chapel Hill). My gratitude to
them is sincere and immense. Thanks are also due to D. Tsekourakis
(Thessaloniki), M. M. Kokolakis (Athens), W.D.E. Coulson (Director,
American School of Classical Studies, Athens), and C. Williams (Director,
Canadian Archaeological Insitute, Athens) for their kind assistance with the
Conference.
The Plutarch-issue of ICS is dedicated to the memory of Robert
Haceliere (1904-1982), in recognition of his invaluable efforts and merits
for the creation of the Bude Plutarch over twenty-five years (1957-1982).
Mary Ellen Fryer, Barbara Kiesewetter, and Dr. Richard Warga have
successfully processed foreign languages.
Miroslav Marcovich
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1Rencontres avec Plutarque*
JACQUELINE DE ROMILLY
Nous devons tous etre reconnaissants aux organisateurs de ce congres et a la
Grece qui veut bien I'accueillir.
Que la Grece soil hospitaliere pour des gens qui aiment Plutarque n'a
rien qui doive surprendre. Hospitaliere, elle I'a toujours 6t6. Et Plutarque
n'est pas seulement un des tres grands auteurs de la Grece ancienne: il est
celui qui a, si Ton peut dire, rev61e la Grece a I'Europe de la Renaissance.
En France, la decouverte de Plutarque fut un phenomene sans precedent; il
etait du en partie a la qualitd de la traduction d'Amyot, mais avant tout au
fait que Ton trouvait dans I'oeuvre de Plutarque tous les aspects de
I'Antiquite: les grands hommes de I'histoire, les doctrines des philosophes,
la religion de Delphes, et aussi, entremeles, des citations de poetes et des
mots historiques, des arguments et des anecdotes, et des hauts fails, et des
curiosit6s. L'engouement, d'ailleurs, ne fut pas propre ci la France: Erasme
a traduit du Plutarque comme Guillaume Bud6, et Shakespeare, plus tard,
s'en est inspire plus largement que Comeille.
D'autre part, si tout converge et se rencontre en Plutarque, comment
n'offrirait-il pas un theme de choix pour des 6changes intemationaux? La
collaboration, avec lui, est une loi. On ne peut en effet comprendre une Vie
de Plutarque si Ton n'a pas une solide formation d'historien de I'Antiquite, si
Ton ne peut comparer les sources et les critiquer a I'aide de documents divers:
il faut etre historien de Rome et de la Grece, des epoques les plus anciennes
comme les plus recentes, historien de Solon comme de Sylla, d'Aristide
comme de Philopoemen; et le travail fait pour une des Vies ne prend
vraiment quelque portee qu'une fois compare avec les resultats obtenus pour
d'autres. Sans compter qu'il en va de meme pour ces centaines d'anecdotes,
cousues I'une a I'autre dans les Traites moraux: elles ont leurs sources, elles
aussi, plus difficiles a discemer, et parfois leurs variantes, sur lesquelles il
faut faire le point. Mais c'est loin d'etre tout. Car, si I'histoire envahit les
Oeuvres morales, il n'est pas une page des Vies ou n'affleure la reflexion
morale, avec de brefs commentaires inspirds de Platon ou bien des stoiciens;
Remarques destinies a rouveiture du Congits Plutarque l Athenes.
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et, du coup, c'est toute la philosophic de la Grfece qui intervient k c6t6 de
I'histoire, et toute sa religion aussi, chaque fois qu'un geste de pi6t6 ou
d'inipi6t6 suscite une remarque de I'auteur. Qu'il s'agisse des Vies ou des
Moralia, la collaboration et les ^changes sont dgalement n^cessaires. Et je
ne dis rien de I'histoire de la langue ni des emprunts littdraires, avou6s ou
non, qu'il est si n6cessaire de percevoir si Ton veut comprendre le texte k
fond.
En un sens, cela justifie qu'intervienne aujourd'hui quelqu'un qui comme
moi—vous le savez—n'est d'aucune manifere specialiste de Plutarque: ainsi
sera du moins respect6 I'dquilibre entre les diverses sp&ialit6s, dont aucune
ne sera alors privilegi6e.
Je voudrais, en fait, profiter de cette incompetence meme. Car
j'essaierai de partir de mon exp6rience d'hell6niste habitude au cinquifeme
siecle avant J. C. et h. des textes qui se placent un demi-mill6naire avant
Plutarque. Cela fait un grand recul. Et le recul est parfois utile. II permet
en I'occurrence de mieux mesurer les changements profonds qui sont
intervenus en Grfece et qui ont permis h. Plutarque de devenir ce qu'il est
devenu. C'est grace a eux qu'il a pu produire cette oeuvre qui est comme la
somme de I'Antiquit^, en effet, mais une somme deja tout entiere toum6e
vers un monde et vers des habitudes modemes. Oui, il a fallu des
changements profonds; et mes rencontres avec Plutarque aideront k mesurer,
par contraste, cette puissante transformation interne de la pens^ grecque.
J'ai d'abord rencontrd Plutarque dans le prolongement de Thucydide. Le
plus austere et le plus sobre des historiens m'a conduite au biographe de
P6ricl6s, de Nicias, d'Alcibiade, et k ces anecdotes personnelles que ces Vies
apportent sur leur vie privde. II faut etre juste: formee k I'ecole d'un
historien comme Thucydide, j'ai parfois 6prouv6 quelque agacement pour la
libertd avec laquelle Plutarque traite les differentes versions d'un 6v6nement,
ou n6glige la densit6 des analyses au profit du detail r6velateur. L'annde
demi6re encore, j'etais k Jerusalem, et je faisais une conference sur Thucydide
et Plutarque, comparant dans le detail les emprunts et leur mod61e;^ or, je
dois I'avouer, j'insistais surtout sur ce qui s'dtait perdu en cours de route, sur
I'affaiblissement du sens et le retrecissement de la pensde politique.
Mais le point de vue que j'adoptais la faussait les perspectives. Car
Plutarque savait ce qu'il faisait et ne songeait pas k etre un nouveau
Thucydide. II fondait un genre nouveau, appel6 k devenir le grand genre k la
mode de nos jours; et il le fondait consciemment, lucidemenL
Je dis "fondait"; et j'ai I'air par Ik de prendre parti dans les longs d6bats
des derni6res ddcennies sur I'origine de la biographie; en fait, par cette
' J. de Romilly, "Plutarch and Thucydides on the Free Use of QuoUtions," Phoenix 42
(1988) 22-34.
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expression, je refuse plutot de prendre parti. Car il est clair que Plutarque
n'est pas parti de rien, qu'il a eu des modules et des pr6c6dents. Sans meme
rappeler ici le role, tant commente, des biographies hellenistiques, comment
oublier qu'il fut, pour le domaine latin, postdrieur h Cornelius Nepos et
contemporain de Suetone? Tout cela 6tait dans I'air du temps. Mais
I'ampleur de I'oeuvre de Plutarque et la varietd des vies trait6es, sans parler
du talent, font de lui, aux yeux de la posterity, la veritable pere de la
biographic. Et il avait un but lucidement d6fini. On cite en general le
temoignage de la Vie d'Alexandre; et il est decisif: "En effet, nous
n'ecrivons pas des Histoires, mais des biographies; et ce n'est pas surtout
dans les actions les plus eclatantes que se manifeste la vertu ou le vice.
Souvent, au contraire, un petit fait, un mot, une plaisanterie montrent
mieux le caractere que des combats qui font des milliers de morts, que les
batailles rangees et les sieges les plus importants" (1, 2). C'est pourquoi il
cherche, dit-il, grace a ces signes distinctifs de I'ame, "^ reprdsenter la vie de
chaque homme, laissant a d'autres la grandeur et les luttes."
Je ne m'attarderai pas sur ces declarations de principe, si precises et au
demeurant si connues. Elles justifient tous les traits du recit: le recours h
I'anecdote, aux sentiments, k ce que nous appelons la "petite histoire"
(encore que nos modemes aillent beaucoup plus loin que lui sur cette voie!).
Elles justifient le souci d'une presentation vivante, du dialogue, de la scene
r6velatrice. Mais, si elles m'intdressent, c'est plutot parce qu'elles revelent,
depuis mon Veme si6cle avant J. C, une vdritable revolution dans les
principes.
Tout I'interet a bascule. Et le contraste avec Thucydide est ici eclatant.
Thucydide, homme de la cite avant tout, ne s'interessait h Pericles que
dans la mesure ou son action avait determine le sort d'Athfenes. Au second
siecle aprfes J. C, en revanche, le temps des cites est depuis longtemps
revolu. Plutarque, certes, ne dedaigne pas les responsabilites ni les
magistratures; il ne desespere pas non plus d'avoir, par ses ecrits, une
influence sur ses contemporains, soit en offrant des modules et des principes
de conduite aux hommes politiques, soit en aidant, par sa juxtaposition des
grands hommes Grecs et Romains, a fonder I'amitie destinee h faire de Rome
la protectrice de la liberie et de la culture grecque. Mais ce qui I'interesse
avant tout est—il I'a dit—de discemer les "signes distinctifs de I'ame" et la
vie de chacun (t6v EKdaxou piov). Done les hommes d'Etat eux-memes
comptent a ses yeux en tant qu'individus. II montre Pericles avec ses
maitres, Pericles avec Aspasie, Pericles en deuil, Periclfes mourant . . . Un
tel interet ne pouvait evidemment naitre qu'aprfes une mutation complete de
la vie des gens et des cites. Elle ne pouvait naitre, aussi, que dans le sillage
de toutes les curiosites nouvelles que cette mutation avait facilitees, et en
fonction d'habitudes de vie nouvelles qu'elle avait sucitees. Plutarque ne
pouvait venir qu'apr^s I'essor de la psychologic et de la morale individuelles:
apres Aristote et Theophraste, apres les querelles entre stoiciens et
epicuriens, apres Senfeque. De meme, il ne pouvait venir que dans un
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moment de culture livresque, permettant que s'6panouisse un homme 6rudit,
61oigne des affaires—un homme, si j'ose dire, appartenant aux temps
nouvaux de I'Antiquit^.
Ces gauchissements de I'histoire, telle que Plutarque la pergoit, sont
done passionnants h cemer, jusque dans le detail des mots: ils sont eux-
memes, directement, le reflet meme de revolution historique.
Cependant le deplacement d'interet que traduit le contraste entre
Thucydide et Plutarque va plus loin encore. Car Plutarque ne veut pas
seulement definir de fa^on vivante la psychologic de I'individu: il se veut
moraliste et trace des modeles. II le dit franchement—par exemple au debut
de la Vie de Pericles, quand il parle des actions qui inspirent I'admiration et
I'emulation. Certes, ces modeles ne sont pas traces a coup de faits
mensongers ou d'inventions gratuites: ce n'est jamais le cas; mais le choix
d'un episode, le mise en valeur d'une qualite et le choix meme des qualit6s a
mettre en valeur, tout cela est son oeuvre et r6vele une serie d'interventions
subfiles, dont nous n'avons pas fini de deceler la presence ni les proc6des.
II faut reveler cette orientation, car elle est bien a lui. Apres tout,
Plutarque est contemporain de Tacite, et contemporain de Suetone: I'oeuvre
du premier prouve que Ton pouvait encore etre un historien lucide et
exigeant; celle du second prouve que Ton pouvait se faire biographe sans
flatter ses personnages ni chercher a presenter des modeles d'ordre moral.
Plutarque a fait ce choix, preferant le rayonnement du bien a I'eclat meme du
vrai. II I'a fait avec honnetete et prudence; mais I'intention apologetique
existe. Et je crois que le fait explique pour une bonne part I'etrange destin
qui fut le sien. Car le XVIeme siecle s'emerveilla de trouver dans son
oeuvre "les beaux dits des Grecs et des Romains" ou bien "de sages
avertissements et de fructueuses instructions"; mais la notion meme de
modeles, unie a celle de grands hommes, a detoume de lui les lecteurs en des
ages plus blasts et moins confiants dans les legons du passe. C'est ce que le
livre de R. Hirzel rendait deja sensible en 1912: depuis, le culte des grands
hommes ne s'est pas accru, non plus que le souci d'imiter le pass6, il s'en
faut! Et le rayonnement de Plutarque en souffre. Quand on fait table rase du
passe et que Ton veut inventer soi-meme ses valeurs, on se detoume de lui.
Je voudrais cependant relever ce qu'a d'injuste I'espece de suspicion qui
pese sur lui et I'assimile un peu trop vite a ce que Ton a appele le culte des
h6ros. Car la merveille est justement que, porte par ce souci moral
indeniable, Plutarque soit reste toujours modere, lucide, et gentiment
critique. On pourrait ainsi rappeler (et ce serait vrai) qu'il y a des
biographies qui n'offrent nullement des modeles (comme celles de Demetrios
ou d'Antoine, sans parler de celle de N6ron, qui est perdue): Plutarque aime
discemer des vertus, diffSrentes selon les cas, et il se rejouit chaque fois que
I'occasion s'en offre; mais il n'est jamais de mauvaise foi. D'autre part ses
grands hommes n'ont pas grand chose h voir avec les "h6ros" de Carlyle. lis
ne les a meme pas choisis en tant que modeles, mais simplement parce qu'il
s'agissait d'hommes sur lesquels, k cause leur grand role, on est mieux
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renseign^ que sur les autres. Leurs actes ont eu des cons6quences, leurs
paroles ont 6te transmises, leur sort comporte un enseignement qu'il est
possible de degager. lis aident k comprendre I'homme, comme ces grands
caracteres d'ecriture, plus lisibles que les petits, ou Platon cherchait une
d6finition de la justice en se rdferant d'abord li la justice dans I'Etat. lis ne
sont que des signes, comme les h6ros de la trag6die, dont les auteurs
montraient la grandeur, sans pour autant les presenter ni comme parfaits ni
comme des modeles a imiter.
Je retiendrai done surtout de cette notion de module, si injustement
per9ue de nos jours, une difficult6 de plus pour les specialisles de Plutarque.
Avec lui, meme dans le domaine historique, c'est toujours de morale qu'il
s'agit. 11 faut done a tout prix s'occuper de degager les procedes subtils par
lesquels il reussit a orienter les faits sans les trahir et a mettre en relief des
vertus dans un recit qui n'est pourtant pas tendancieux. Voila du travail! II
faut aussi savoir quelles sont ces vertus.
Et la, avouons le, nous aurons aussitot la confirmation 6clatante de la
difference entre ses hommes illustres et les h6ros a la Carlyle. Car il se
trouve que Plutarque raconte la vie des hommes illustres avec le souci
constant de cel6brer en eux des vertus de douceur et de mansuetude, qui
conviennent entre toutes a la vie individuelle, a la vie priv6e.
Je viens d'employer le mot de "douceur": il me mene tout droit a ma
seconde rencontre avec Plutarque.
Cette seconde rencontre s'est faite k I'occasion de mon livre La douceur
dans la pensee grecque (il ne s'agit pas, comme certains I'ont cru, d'une 6tude
sur les desserts et autres sucreries, mais des vertus qu'expriment des mots
comme repaoc;, eitieiKTiq, (piXavQpconoc,). Or tout, dans ce livre, me jetait
vers Plutarque. En effet, alors que je suivais au cours des oeuvres les
emplois de ces mots et les progres de cette notion, je consacrais tibs
rarement un chapitre entier a un auteur; mais, pour Plutarque, il en a bien
fallu deux: un pour les Vies et un pour les Moralial Et j'ai du m'arreter la,
a Plutarque, car il foumissait le parfait 6panouissement de ces idees. Dans
les deux series d'oeuvres, les resultats etaient les memes: ces mots etaient
partout, dans chaque vie, dans chaque traite, et avec tous leurs sens, reunis
en gerbe. Bien plus, il y avait d'autres. Plutarque emploie des mots comme
zvyvu>\i.(av, cpiXotppcov, et nexpioi;, et 'iX«p6(;. II a aussi de beaux substantifs:
le (piXooTopyov (un mot qui ne commence qu'avec X6nophon), le (piA.titik6v
(un mot qui ne commence qu'avec Aristote), I'dYaicTixiKov (un mot qui ne se
rencontre pas avant Plutarque lui-meme); il recourt la k des neutres
sustantives, toujours aptes a designer les dispositions de I'ame. Et tous ces
mots, il les distingue, les groupe, les combine. D'autre part, il d6couvre des
applications de cette vertu partout. II en reconnait le bien-fonde et
I'universalite. Comme il le dit—et cela est tres peu stoicien—"II y a dans
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notre ame un penchant h I'affection: elle est faite pour aimer"; ou encore:
"h. moins de contrarier la nature, nous ne pouvons vivre sans amis, sans
relations, en solitaires."^ Cette piXavGpcojtia est k ses yeux la vertu grecque
par excellence. Dans I'apprdciation du mdrite de chacun, elle est le premier
critere. Et elle peut s'6tendre h tous les gestes de la vie quotidienne, chez les
simples particuliers. La vertu d'humanit6 vaut meme pour la conduite
envers les serviteurs, envers les animaux domestiques; elle doit se prolonger
quand ils sont vieux—vieux chevaux ou vieux chiens, us6s par I'age. Et il
le dit, notre Plutarque. II le dit meme—voyez cette combinaison
imprdvue—dans la Vie de Caton I'Ancien (5)—cela parce que le sens de
I'dconomie empechait ce dernier de pratiquer ces formes de douceur: ce ddfaut
du personnage nous vaut, de la part de Plutarque, une page entiere de
commentaires sur la beaut6 de tels egards et de tels gestes d'humanite envers
les animaux atteints par I'age.
Je ne poursuivrai pas plus loin la demonstration de ce role extraordinaire
que joue I'ideal de douceur et d'humanit6 chez Plutarque. II avait d'ailleurs
ete signal6 par d'autres avant moi.^ Je voudrais plutot m'arreter, ici encore, ^
la mutation profonde qu'un tel choix impliquait.
Cet ideal avait pdnetre lentement I'atmosphfere morale du monde
classique, qui s'attachait plus a la justice et au courage qu'a de telles vertus.
On le voit progresser peu ^ peu, r6guli6rement, de fa^on visible et
indeniable. Mais ce n'est pas tout. Car quand la douceur avait commenc6 &
penetrer les textes classiques, au IVeme siecle, il s'agissait presque toujours
de celebrer la clemence des vainqueurs ou la douceur du bon roi. Or la
douceur celebree par Plutarque—nouveau signe des temps—est tres souvent
une vertu de la vie privee. Naturellement, la forme politique existe
toujours. Mais, meme pour les princes ou les chefs d'armee, elle se traduit
aussi dans leurs vies d'hommes. On a vu, dans le passage cite a I'instant,
que Caton etait dur: oui, mais dur pour les travailleurs, dur pour les
animaux. D'autres ont, dans Plutarque, un air avenant avec chacun, qui leur
gagne les coeurs. D'autres acceptent la mort avec s6r6nit6. . . L'interet pour
les individus, qui expliquait le passage de I'histoire a la biographie, nous fait
ici passer du domaine public au domaine prive. Et, si les vertus douces ont
en effet pour caracteristique de s'appliquer aisement au commun des
hommes, leur puissant epanouissement en cette epoque tardive n'est pas non
plus un hasard. Cet epanouissement, lui aussi, suppose la fin du monde des
cites. II suppose egalement un interet accru pour la psychologie
individuelle.
^ Solon
, 7, 3; De I'amowfralernel, 479c.
^ Les deux Etudes principales sont celles de H. Martin: "The concept oipraotes in Plutarch's
Lives." GRBS 3 (1960) 65-73; et "The concept of philanlhropia in Plutarch's Lives," AJP 82
(1961) 164-75. Voir aussi C. Panagopoulos, "Vocabulaire et menulite dans les Moralia de
Plutarque," Univ. Besan9on, Dial. Hist, ancienne, 3 (1977) 197-235. Dans notre livre surZ.<3
douceur dans la pensee grecque (Paris 1979), I'fitude de Plutarque occupe les pages 275-307.
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Et voilJl tout h coup toutes les formes de la tendresse humaine qui
interviennent. On salt que Plutarque a 6crit de merveilleuses pages sur la
tendresse qui lie un homme a sa femme, quand, avec les ann6es, progressent
entre eux deux "le respect, la complaisance, I'affection et la confiance
mutuelle." Avant Plutarque, seul X^nophon avait c616bre cette tendresse;
mais la sensibilite de Plutarque laisse loin derrifere elle raust6rit6 de
VEconomique; et les details de la vie conjugale ne s'arretent plus aux soins
du menage. . . Plutarque a aussi parl6 des enfants, de leur fa?on de donner
un jouet ou de leur chagrin de le perdre: les enfants de I'epoque classique ne
surgissaient que dans le deuil de la tragedie ou dans le pathetique des adieux.
Plutarque a parle des repas, de la politesse, du bavardage, de la patience.
Comme il a plusieurs fois trait6 des sujets parall611es i ceux de S6neque, la
comparaison est facile: au stoicisme de I'un s'oppose le sourire de I'autre; le
sage ici, est marie, et bon mari, et bon maitre de maison.
Marquer ces petits decalages et ces nuances souvent subtiles est une des
taches du sp6cialiste de Plutarque quand il s'occupe de son id6al moral.
Mais il est temps de le dire: bien d'autres taches I'attendent, en ce
domaine, notre sp6cialiste. Car, emport6e par mon 61an, j'ai tout de suite
evoqu6 ce role de la douceur et de I'humanitd. Mais c'^tait simplifier les
choses que de les presenter comme I'expression naive d'un temperament
affable. En fait, la morale de Plutarque prdsente un autre trait qui n'est pas
moins surprenant quand on part du Veme siecle athenien: c'est qu'elle se
double d'une philosophic, ou se refletent les apres debats theoretiques des
nouveaux temps. Meme la oii Plutarque semble innocemment precher une
vertu de simple humanite, il est clair qu'il retouche son tres cher Platon a la
lumiere des vertus de sociabilite decouvertes par Aristote; et il est clair aussi
qu'il retouche, plus qu'un peu, les idees des stoiciens sur le role des
sentiments et de I'affectivite. Nous decouvrons done Ik, affleurant a peine,
mais bien r6el, tout un monde de ddbats oii se sont peu a peu poses les
problfemes.
La fidelite de Plutarque au platonisme pourrait faire croire a une
continuite entre deux grands auteurs. Mais il suffit d'un simple coup d'oeil
sur les traites pour voir que la philosophic s'6tait compliqu6e et nuancfe.
Interprdtation du Timee, problemes du destin et du libre arbitre, role et
action de la providence, existence d'un ame animale: tout etait debattu, h.
coup d'arguments et de preuves. L'aimable douceur de Plutarque plonge done
ses racines dans de laborieux ^changes, dont il est passionnant de retrouver le
fil—dans un congr^s, par exemple, ou bien dans les ^changes qui prennent
naissance lors d'un congres! Ces ddbats savants rendent d'autant plus
remarquable I'accent personnel que Plutarque a su donner k ses choix.
Or j'ai parl6 de I'ideal moral, mais il en va exactement de meme de la
religion. Lk aussi, on trouve, par rapport k I'age classique, de nouveaux
problemes, un nouveau cadre de pens6e, de nouvelles orientations.
Dans ce domaine aussi, les questions ont fus6. II n'y a pas eu
seulement les curiosites historiques qu'un homme instniit et pieux comme
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Plutarque ne pouvait pas ne pas dprouver: sur re de Delphes, ou sur les
oracles de la Pythie, ou sur le d6faut des oracles. II y a eu aussi, et surtout,
toutes les questions mdtaphysiques pos6es au cours des anndes, y compris
I'interpretation allegorique des mythes et des rites de la religion
tradilionnelle, et I'existence des demons, avec les diverses questions qu'elle
pose et qui, aujourd'hui, nous d6routent un peu comme les d6bats
scolastiques du Moyen-Age. Les sp6cialistes connaissent bien ces
problemes, et les embuches qui guettent le lecteur de Plutarque, meme s'il
est arme d'une solide culture dans la philosophic du temps—et k plus forte
raison s'il y est tant soit peu 6tranger.
C'est Ik encore du travail en perspective; mais aussi encore une marque
du lent renouvellement de la pens6e antique. Et j'ajouterai: encore une
difference radicale de cadre!
Car c'est un fait: au temps de Thucydide ou des tragiques, la religion
etait essentiellement affaire collective. Les dieux protegeaient la citd,
presidaient aux fetes et aux concours, exigeaient, rdcompensaient. La
theologie existait bien: Eschyle en est la preuve; mais elle ne cherchait qu'^
comprendre, pour guider son action, le sens de la justice divine. Au temps
de Plutarque tout s'est renouvel6. Les debats dans lesquels il faut prendre
parti impliquent des choix individuels, des r6ponses individuelles.
Et pourtant, tout comme la morale de Plutarque semble le reflet d'une
personnalite, ses choix et ses orientations dans le domaine religieux forment
un ensemble ou on le retrouve.
Pretre d'Apollon a Delphes, il croit aux dieux, aux oracles, aux
propheties. II approche parfois du mysticisme et aime a citer des cas
etranges d'inspiration ou de revelations. Mais, avec cela, il n'a rien d'un
d6vot perdu dans le culte ou meme dans la contemplation. II ne renonce ni a
Taction humaine, ni a la raison. Et la "superstition" lui parait pire que
I'atheisme. II juge en effet stupide de toujours craindre un pouvoir divin qui
est en fait "doux comme un pere." N'evoque-t-il pas comme une explication
possible aux delais de la justice divine I'idee que dieu aurait voulu accorder
aux coupables le temps de se reformer? Sa religion aussi a de la "douceur."
En tout cas cette religion, ainsi interiorisee et teint^e de spiritualite, est
done aussi differente de la religion classique que I'etait sa morale. On pergoit
revolution, la longue mutation qui est intervenue. Et le fait est que Ton a
parfois cherche des concordances entre lui et les textes chrdtiens, qui 6taient
en gros contemporains, mais qu'il ne connaissait pas.
La comme en tout, Plutarque apporte la somme du pass6, mais avec
cette touche nouvelle qui I'oriente d6ja vers le monde et la pens6e modemes.
Sans doute est-ce pour cela qu'il a nagu6re rendu I'hdritage ancien si aisement
accessible a des lecteurs qui en ignoraient presque tout.
Jacqueline de Romilly
Tout cela suggfere bien I'importance du travail qui attend encore les
savants, travail de comparaison, verticale et horizontale, 6tablissant des
relations, directes et indirectes, qui permettent de situer Plutarque dans cette
longue file de textes divers, ou se reflate une maturation interieure dont il est
I'un des aboutissements. Une telle recherche vaut tous les efforts; et le
croisement de tant de fils en ce point de rencontre que constitue Plutarque lui
donne un prix particulier.
Mais avant de laisser les sp6cialistes s'engager dans ces voies, je
voudrais encore 6voquer une troisidme rencontre avec Plutarque: c'est une
rencontre, et si je puis dire, par personne interposee; et elle nous ramenera k
un Plutarque que nous aurions risque d'oublier. A force de le voir dans
I'histoire et couronnant une longue evolution, nous pourrions en effet perdre
de vue cet aspect intemporel que Ton peut appeler la sagesse de Plutarque, et
qui est de tous les temps.
On reconnaitra la le titre d'un petit ouvrage d'extraits qu'a compose
Robert Flaceliere. Et, puisqu'il s'agit aujourd'hui d'honorer cet ami disparu,
je voudrais, pour finir, evoqucr son souvenir. Car, h travers lui, tel que je
I'ai connu, on avait un peu le sentiment d'etre directement en contact avec un
Plutarque redivivus.
Que Ton se rassure: je ne suis pas aveugl6e ni par I'amitid ni par le
patriotisme. Je sais, comme vous, ce que les etudes sur Plutarque doivent a
de grands savants de divers pays. Konrat Ziegler a ouvert la voie; et nul ne
pourrait travailler sur Plutarque sans avoir recours a lui. Je cite ce nom; je
pourrais en citer bien d'autres. Chaque annde voit surgir de nouvelles
editions commentees, de nouvelles Vies ou de nouveaux traites, de nouvelles
etudes. Je ne citerai personne, par crainte d'omettre trop de noms.
Mais Robert Flaceliere occupe une place privilegiee; et il a consacre
toute sa vie a Plutarque.
Ne en 1904, il avait ete membre de I'Ecole frangaise d'Athenes et, a ce
titre, avait ete travailler a Delphes. Delphes—cela voulait dire Plutarque:
Plutarque, qui etait pretre d'Apollon h Delphes et citoyen de cette ville;
Plutarque, qui avait laisse de nombreux traitis sur Delphes et ses oracles. . .
Tout jeune encore, Flacehere consacra sa th^se complementaire k une edition
commentee du traite Sur les oracles de la Pythie. Puis d'autres traites
I'occuperent, et il les edita: les traites delphiques et les traites sur I'amour;
et puis, pendant vingt-cinq ans, de 1957 & 1979, ce furent toutes les Vies
qui, grace & lui, parurent a un rythme regulier dans notre collection des
Universites de France (dite collection Bud6). Ce n'6tait pas une petite affaire
que de traduire Plutarque en fran^ais apr^s Amyot: la traduction nouvelle est
ais6e et precise. Ce n'6tait pas non plus une petite affaire que de se
debrouiller dans tous ces faits, dans toutes ces sources. Flacelifere ne pouvait
pas faire oeuvre originale sur tout; mais il a su etre toujours bien infonn6 et
raisonnable, d6gager I'essentiel, faire le point de fa^on lucide. Cela lui etait
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rendu facile par la familiarit6 ininterrompue qu'il avail entretenue avec son
auteur. Chez nous, en France, on ne nommait jamais Plutarque dans une
conference, meme en passant, sans que les regards se toument vers
Flaceliere, en souriant, comme si Ton avail parle de lui.
El voyez cette vie sludieuse de Plutarque, ce desir de s'initier a tout, de
se faire une idee des probl6mes, el de rediger ouvrage sur ouvrage: ce fut la
vie de Flaceliere. Aucun auteur grec n'occupe dans la collection Bude aulant
de volumes que Plutarque (qui en occupera vingt-cinq): aucun coUaborateur
n'en a produil autant que Flaceliere. Cela n'empechail pas Plutarque
d'exercer des fonctions publiques a Cheronee: Flaceliere a de meme assume
la direction de plusieurs grands etablissements. Sa maison etait accueillante,
comme celle de Plutarque. Plutarque aimait les r^cits vifs et vivants:
Flaceliere detestait les exposes lourds et prelentieux. La morale de Plutarque
etait de douceur, de courtoisie: Flaceliere etait souriant, bienveillanl.
Plutarque a chanle la tendresse conjugale: la vie de Flaceliere en fut remplie
a un point rare. Et les deuils eprouves en commun ont encore rapproche les
6poux, comme pour Plutarque. Plutarque etait pretre d'ApoUon, et plein de
foi dans la divinite: la foi chretienne de Haceliere rayonnail du meme eclat.
Ces traits peuveni provenir—et proviennent surement en pariie—d'une
rencontre de temp6ramenis, qui a, precis6ment, pousse le jeune savant vers
I'auteur a qui il se consacra. Mais je crois aussi que Ton se laisse peu a peu
influencer par un auteur, quand on passe sa vie entiere a le lire et a le
frequenter.
Et, a la verite, ce n'est pas pour le seul plaisir de rendre hommage a un
savant disparu que j'dvoque ici cette parent6 k travers les si6cles, et presque
cette symbiose: c'est parce que je crois, pleinement, a ce rayonnement des
oeuvres.
J'ai dvoque tout h I'heure le texte c616bre de la Vie de P6ricl&s, oil
Plutarque dit qu'il faut diriger la pens6e vers des spectacles susceptibles de
faire naitre I'emulation et le desir d'imiter ce qui est bien: il ne me deplait
pas qu'a travers ce qu'un auteur comme lui admire et fait admirer, il naisse
Chez le lecteur un meme desir d'imitation, conscient ou inconscient, fondd
sur la sympathie.
Le fait que Plutarque intervienne si directement dans ses oeuvres facilite
cette sympathie. Le fait qu'il ait le talent de presenter agreablement ses idees
I'encourage. Et tout ce qu'il devait lui-meme aux livres cr6e un admirable
prec6dent.
Tous les tdmoignages des premiers lecteurs modemes trahissent bien
cette influence et cette sympathie. Montaigne s'est rejoui de trouver en
Plutarque "des opinions douces et accommodables h la soci6t6 civile";
Brantome a parle de cette "si affectueuse recommandation de la vertu." La
sagesse de Plutarque ddteint sur ses lecteurs, tout comme, dans ses
dialogues, elle semble deteindre sur les amis qu'il met en scene.
Et Ton arrive alors h un double rdsultat.
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Parce qu'il 6tait un homme infiniment cultiv6, qu'il mullipliait partout
les r6cits, les citations, les allusions aux poetes et aux philosophes,
Plutarque a pu devenir I'agent de transmission de I'heritage classique, dont il
etait nourri et penetre. Mais, parce que sa sagesse a pris, a ce contact, un
certain tour courtois et ouvert, il a ^ son tour contribu6—et peut encore
contribuer—a faeonner et a aider d'autres g6n6rations d'hommes. Ce
phdnomene est tres exactement ce que Ton appelle la culture.
L'exemple de Flacelidre nous 6claire sur le role que peut jouer Plutarque.
Et c'est un tres beau role.
On me dira qu'un congres scientifique ou un recueil d'6tudes savantes
n'ont pas a se soucier de ce rayonnement moral, fait pour les profanes, et que
la science et la culture suivent des voles divergentes. Dans le cas des auteurs
anciens, et plus particulierement de Plutarque, j'en doute un peu. J'aurais
plutot tendance h penser qu'elles ne cessent de s'entraider, sans meme qu'on
le desire ou qu'on le sache. Et je souhaite, en I'occurrence, qu'elles
continuent. Car enfin ce Plutarque, qui a repr6sent6 h. la Renaissance le
meilleur de la culture classique et qui a et6 plus lu et plus traduit qu'aucun
autre, mdriterait bien d'etre aujourd'hui un peu moins n6glige. Or il n'est
pas exclu que I'attention des savants, leurs d6couvertes et leurs
6merveillements soient de nature h r6veiller le gout de lire un auteur.
Plutarque en aurait bien besoin. Et notre monde actuel plus encore.'^
College de France, Paris
* Ce texte a 6le prepare pour le Congres Plutarque d'Alhenes; des difficulles de demiere heure
tenant a I'organisation du congres et a mes propres obligations m'ont empechee de me rendre a
Athenes pour en donner lecture. Je suis d'autant plus reconnaissanle a ceux qui ont bien voulu
I'accueillir aujourd'hui.

Plutarch and Athens
ANTHONY PODLECKI
Periclean Athens, a city raised by one man's will to its cultural
and military zenith, is a concept that owes much of its vitality to
Plutarch.'
This topic suggested itself to me by a passage in the Life of Aristeides.
Struck by the largesse of the Athenian people to a descendant of Aristeides
and Aristogeiton's grand-daughter, Plutarch remarks: "We need not be
surprised to hear that the people took such care of families living in Athens
.... The city of Athens has given many such examples of humanity and
goodness of heart ((piA.av9pco7i{ai; Kal xpTio':6-cr|TO<; . . . 6ei7naTa) even
in my own day, and for this she is justly praised and admired."^ I asked
myself, what kind of practical effect did this favorable impression made by
Athens have on Plutarch's work? How often, in fact, does he allude to
Athenian customs, institutions, cults and monuments? What kinds of
things does he record about ancient Athens? What particularly has stuck in
his mind, so that he singles it out for mention?
A preliminary word about method. Research for this paper was done
with the TLG laser disc and an Ibycus computer at the University of
Washington, Seattle; I am grateful to the Classics department and especially
Professors L. Bliquez, J. Clauss and M. Langdon for their courteous
assistance. I have left out of account those treatises marked doubtful or
spurious by D. A. Russell.^
One obvious yardstick of Plutarch's interest in Athens is the number of
Athenian subjects of his biographies: 10 out of the 23 Greek Lives (3
Spartan, 2 Theban and the rest "other").'' But within the Lives themselves
and scattered throughout the Moralia there are numerous references to
Athenian cults, customs and institutions. In addition, there are certain
treatises that are devoted to Athenian topics, either wholly, such as De
gloria Atheniensium, or in part, such as De malignitate Herodoti; or that
' C. p. Jones, "Plutarch," in T. J. Luce, ed., Ancient Wrilers, Greece and Rome (New York
1982) n. 979.
^Arisl. 27. 6-7, trans. Scott-KUvert; cf. Mor. 558C for honors paid to Cimon's descendants.
' Plularch (London 1973) 164-72.
* Cf. R. H. Barrow, Plutarch and His Times (London 1967) 53.
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have an Athenian setting, e.g., certain books of the Quaestiones convivales;
or which almost of necessity (because of the subject matter) draw their
examples largely from Athenian history, like Praecepta gerendae rei
publicae.
Of course, Plutarch had ample opportunity to become familiar with
Athens and her monuments and to learn about her history. Bom sometime
between 40 and 45 A.D. he was a pupil of the philosopher Ammonios at
Athens in about 65, is known to have been there in about 80 and was
present at the celebration of the City Dionysia of 96-97.^ At some point in
his career he was made an honorary Athenian citizen of the tribe Leontis.^
At the end of Themistocles Plutarch reveals that some of the information
about the descendants of the fifth-century statesman came from a later
Themistocles, whom Plutarch describes as "a friend and fellow-smdent of
mine in the school of Ammonios the philosopher" {Them. 32. 6, trans.
Scott-Kilvert). He has special information about the tribe Aiantis (Arist.
19. 6, Mor. 628A-E), which suggests that he was on close terms with
someone from that tribe, or at least that he took special care to seek out
information about it. He relates an incident towards the end ofDemosthenes
that he says occurred "a little while before I moved to Athens" (Dem. 31. 1).
Athens was, as Plutarch reminds his friend the poet Serapion, who had the
cultural advantages offered by residency there, a "great city" {Mor. 384E). In
Plutarch's view there was something permanent, unchanging, but utterly
characteristic of Athens and her people. "One could recognize Athens
[Plutarch remarks] on seeing it after a lapse of thirty years, and the present
traits and moods, games and graver interests, favoritisms and angers of the
5fi|io(; are like those of old" {Mor. 559B).
To return to the passage at the end of Aristeides. The qualities which
Plutarch commends in the Athenian nation are (piXavGpconia and
XPTjotoTTiq. As a small but telling example of this <pi.Axxv0pco7tia Plutarch
twice cites the refusal of the Athenians to break the seal in the letter sent by
PhiUp of Macedon to his wife Olympias when the Athenians had intercepted
Philip's messengers and read all the other letters they had seized {Demet. 22.
2, Mor. 799E). There is another, rather frivolous, example in the De
sollertia animalium. Plutarch tells two animal stories, the first of which he
says occurred "when our fathers were studying at Athens." A dog
relentlessly pursued a robber whom it had seen stealing treasures from the
temple of Asclepius. Finally the culprit was apprehended and punished,
whereupon the dog was rewarded with a public ration of food and entrusted
to the care of the temple priests {Mor. 969F-970A). This reminds Plutarch
of another incident illustrative of the Athenians' (pi^vGpamevjia: a mule
^ Plutarch and Ammonios at the time of Nero's visit to Greece: Mor. 385B, C, P. Jones,
Plutarch and Rome (Oxford 1971) 16-17; "in Athens in the early 80s," Jones 22 with n. 16;
Dionysia of 96-97, Jones 27 n. 52.
* Jones (preceding n.) 21, 109.
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that because of age and infinnity had been retired from its task of hauling
stones for the Parthenon neverUieless voluntarily accompanied the other
draught-animals, "turning back with them and trotting along by their aide,
as though to encourage and cheer them on" (Helmbold's trans.). As with the
dog, the Athenians rewarded the enterprising beast with maintenance at
pubhc expense (Mor. 970A-B and Cat. mai. 5. 3).
This quality of gentle and civilized self-restraint ("philanthropy") clearly
made a strong impression on Plutarch. The characteristic is mentioned, but
is not the only quality to be included in a list of items that, for Plutarch,
mark the Athenian character. In the Praecepta gerendae rei publicae he
comments at length on the necessity that the statesman, 6 tioXitiko^, be
versatile, adaptable and ready to mould himself to the ever-changing
populace he is trying to lead. "For the Athenian 8fino(;," Plutarch
comments, "is easily moved to anger, easily turned to pity, more willing to
suspect quickly than to be informed at leisure; as they are readier to help
humble persons of no reputation, so they welcome and especially esteem
facetious and amusing speeches; while they take most delight in those who
praise them, they are least inclined to be angry with those who make fun of
them; they are terrible even to their chief magistrates, then kindly [the word
Plutarch uses is again <pi^dv0pco7io<;] even to their enemies" {Mor. 799C,
trans. Fowler).
At the end of the Life of Dion, Plutarch reports that Dion's slayer, the
Athenian Callipus, sent a letter back to Athens, an outrageous act from
which he should have been deterred by "reverence and fear of that city, only
second to the gods," after committing such a sacrilege. "But it seems
[Plutarch remarks] that it is truly said of Athens that she produces good men
who are the best in virtue and bad men who are worst in vice, just as the
Athenian soil grows the sweetest honey and the deadliest hemlock" {Dion
58. 1).
There are other allusions to this theme. "Cimon's liberality surpassed
even the ancient hospitality and (piXavGpconCa of the Athenians" {Cim. 10.
6). Nicias pleaded with his captor, Gylippus, to return like for like, saying
"when the Athenians were successful, they dealt moderately and gently
(^eTp{coq
. . . Kal Ttpdcoi;) with you" {Nic. 27. 5). When the pro-Spartan
Thebans fled to Athens after the capture of the Cadmeia in 382 B.C., Sparta
actually demanded that they be handed over. The Athenians refused, both,
Plutarch says, in repayment of the favor shown by the Thebans, who
declined to join in overthrowing the democracy in 403 B.C., and also "in
accord with the philanthropy which was ancestral and natural to them"
{Pelop. 6. 4-5). A less attractive, perhaps even dangerous aspect of this
mildness or leniency (jipaoxrii;) of the Athenians was their willingness to
gloss over Alcibiades' flagrant misbehavior, calling it mere "playfulness and
ambition" {Ale. 16. 4). Plutarch is troubled by the reaction at Athens to
news of Philip's death. The Athenians "leapt upon and sang Paeans over his
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corpse," even though, when Athens herself was down, "Philip had treated
her fiiiepcoi; Kai (piXavQpaynac," (Dem. 23. 4).
In the short, rather strange treatise De gloria Atheniensium, the
paradoxical position is maintained that Athens' most lasting and significant
achievements were those of her military commanders, not of her tragedians,
historians or orators (this is a bias that manifests itself elsewhere in
Plutarch's work, as, e.g., at the beginning of Pericles). Plutarch singles out
for special commendation the bravery of the exhausted and outnumbered
Athenians who faced Epaminondas at Mantineia in 362 B.C. (Mor. 346B
ff.), and in a rhetorically effective passage he contrasts various orators'
accounts of Athens' accomplishments with the glorious events themselves:
Aristeides at Plataea, the deposition of the "Thirty Tyrants," Phocion's
expedition to Byzantium in 339 B.C. {Mor. 350B-C). Plutarch had a deep
and genuine admiration for what Athens had achieved in the military and
political spheres. In the De exilio (604D-E) he conflates two passages from
Euripides (firs. 360. 7-10 and 981 Nauck), referring to the lines as the
"Encomium on Athens."^ The quality praised by Euripides' character in the
first passage is autochthony (. . . A.ea)<; ov)k inaK-cbq aA.^o0ev,
amoxQovzc, 5' ecpunev) in contrast with other cities, whose populaces had
had to be imported (eioayoyyiiioi). (A contrast between Athens and Rome
in this respect may have been in the back of Plutarch's mind as he cited the
lines; he contrasts the two cities elsewhere in his work.) The second
Euripidean citation praises Athens' climate, oupavov . . . e^ K£Kpa|j,evov,
neither too hot nor too cold, with a variety of natural products (or perhaps
imported foods). Several times, in fact, Plutarch remarks on certain natural
and topographical features of the city. Athens and Syracuse are about the
same size (Nic. 17. 2). The Academy (which Sulla ravaged) was the most
wooded of Athens' suburbs (Sulla 12. 3), and during the siege by Sulla the
Heptachalcon (near the Peiraeic gate* and an area which was regularly left
unguarded) proved to be the weak spot in the city's defenses, for it was
through this that Sulla led his troops and took control of the city. During
Sulla's invasion the Cerameicus "ran with blood" (Mor. 505B).
Athens and Rome
Given Plutarch's career, the comparison with Rome seems often very near
the surface in his remarks about Athens, and occasionally it breaks out into
the open. At the beginning of the Life of Theseus Plutarch explains why he
has gone back to this subject after publishing his Lycurgus and Numa: "I
decided [he writes] to make the founder of lovely and famous (twv KaXSv
Kttl doi5v|xcov) Athens stand against the founder of invincible and glorious
This suggests (although it does not prove) that Plutarch found the lines already
anthologized.
* Cf. Judeich, Topographic von Athen, 2nd ed., 368 n. 8.
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(xfii; aviKT|To-o Kal (iE7aA,o86^o\)) Rome." In chapter two he comes back
to his reasons for pairing Romulus and Theseus: "Of the most outstanding
(xwv ETiKpavEOTaTcov) cities, Romulus founded one and Theseus
synoecized the other" {Thes. 2. 2). Plutarch is of course aware that Rome's
comparability to Athens is of relatively recent date. "By the side of the great
public works, the temples, and the stately edifices, with which Pericles
adorned Athens, all Rome's attempts at splendor down to the times of the
Caesars, taken together, are not worthy to be considered; nay, the one had a
towering pre-eminence above the other, both in grandeur of design and
grandeur of execution, which precludes comparison" (Comp. Per. et Fab. 3.
7, trans. B. Perrin). At Cat. mai. I'h. 2-3 he observes that Cato was wrong
when he said Rome would lose her empire when she became filled with
Greek learning; "when Rome was at its greatest height," Plutarch remarks,
"she naturalized (eoxev oiKEicoq) every form of Greek learning and culture."
From Cato's perspective the contrast could work to Greece's disadvantage.
Plutarch refutes the story that, while in Athens, Cato delivered a speech in
Greek before the Athenian 6fi^0(; in which he alleged that he admired the
apETT) of the ancient Athenians and was pleased to be an admiring observer
(0Ea-CT|<;) of the city's beauty and size. Plutarch finds this story difficult to
accept in view of the acid comment made by Cato who, while in Athens,
availed himself of the services of an interpreter; ". . . the Athenians were
astonished at the speed and pungency (6^\)tti<;) of his discourse. For what
[Cato] himself set forth with brevity, the interpreter would repeat to them at
great length and with many words; and on the whole [Cato] thought the
words of the Greeks were bom on their lips, but those of the Romans in
their hearts" {Cat. mai. 12. 7, trans. B. Perrin). There is a similar criticism,
this time by Plutarch himself, implied in the observation of the different
relationships between Nicias and Marcus Crassus and their respective cities.
The former held back when the Athenians were enflamed with martial ardor
for the conquest of Sicily, whereas Crassus' (piA,apxia and (piXo-cinia
coerced the Romans into undertaking war with the Parthians against their
better judgement; "the Athenians sent an unwilling Nicias to war, but it was
the Romans who were unwilling when Crassus led them out" (Comp. Nic.
et Crass. 3. 8). One further explicit comparison made by Plutarch may be
noted. In the Fortuna Romanorum he remarks that the HEyai; 8a{|icov of
Rome blew upon the city not just by sea (£vdA.ioq), as that of Athens did,
but "from its first creation [it] grew in maturity, in might, and in polity
together with the city, and remained constant to it on land and sea, in war
and in peace, against foreigners, against Greeks" {Mor. 324B, trans. F. C.
Babbitt). In other words, Rome's successes were far more varied and
enduring than those of other powers, among them Athens, with which
Rome might in principle be compared.
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Since Plutarch has in mind an international audience, which he must have
hoped would include literate Athenians, he frequently mentions equivalent
Athenian dates. (He also had a special interest in dates and wrote a treatise
Tiepl •nixepcov'.) Hekatombaion is Boeotian Hippodromios (Cam. 19. 4).
Syracusan Cameios is equivalent to Metageitnion (Mc. 28. 2; Plutarch dates
the Syracusan festival Asinaria, created to celebrate Nicias' capture, on the
26th of that month; Metageitnion is also mentioned in passing at Mor.
60 IB). The second day of Boedromion is unlucky and regularly omitted
from the Athenian calendar because of Poseidon's quarrel with Athena on
that day (Mor. 489B; cf. Quaest. conv. IX. 6, 741 ff.). The batUe of Plataea
occurred on 4th Boedromion (Arist. 19. 8); he dates the battle of Gaugamela
by an eclipse in Boedromion, "just about the beginning of the mysteries in
Athens." The Athenians label one of their months from seeding-time,
Pyanepsion (Mor. 378E). Roman January is equivalent to Poseideon (Caes.
37. 3). Athenian Lenaion (i.e., Gamelion) has no Boeotian homonym (fr.
71a). Athenian Anthesterion is equivalent to Boeotian Prostaterios (Mor.
655E) and Macedonian Daisios (Aral. 53. 5; Plutarch remarks that Aratus
"freed the city [Sicyon] from tyranny" on the 5th, which is kept as a feast
day).
Monuments
Naturally, Plutarch's residence at Athens allowed him time for sight-seeing,
and many of her buildings and civic monuments (such as statues and other
works of art) made a special impression on him. In a glowing passage in
Pericles he describes the spiritual exhilaration he derives from contemplating
these memorials to Athens' past greatness. Each of the buildings, he
remarks, "possessed a beauty which seemed venerable the moment it was
born, and at the same time a youthful vigor which makes them appear to
this day
—
iiexpi vuv—as if they were newly built. A bloom of eternal
freshness hovers over these works of [Pericles] and preserves them from the
touch of time, as if some unfading spirit of youth, some ageless vitality had
been breathed into them" (Per. 13. 5, trans. Scott-Kilvert). Elsewhere,
Plutarch links the Olympieion with Plato's Critias as "beautiful
fragments."'" He is shocked by Demetrius Poliorcetes' misbehavior on the
Acropolis (Demet. 24. 1 and Comp. Demet. etAnt. 4. 2), even though the
goddess Athena herself had allegedly entertained Demetrius in the
Opisthodomos of the Parthenon. Plutarch says it would "not be becoming
to the city" to tell the sordid details.
'Fr. 142, from Com. 19.
'" Sol. 32. 2. The temple was completed by Hadrian in 131/2.
Anthony Podlecki 237
Various other buildings are mentioned as enduring to Plutarch's own
time (|xexpv or eti vw, KaG' rmoo;). At Gargettus there was an dparripiov
or shrine which commemorated Theseus' cursing of his ungrateful
countrymen {Thes. 35. 5). He mentions a livrmeiov 'Iv6ou which marked
the spot where an Indian grandee in Augustus' train lay down on his own
funeral pyre (Alex. 69. 8). He notes the tomb of the exaipa Pythionice,
built for her by her husband Harpalus, which was still there to be seen in
Hermus, on the road from Athens to Eleusis (Phoc. 22. 2; cf. Paus. 1. 37.
5). Plutarch describes Nicias' dedications which included a Palladion that
had lost its gilding and a temple surmounted by his choregic tripod in the
precinct of Dionysus (Nic. 3. 3). He alludes to Pheidias' statue of Athena
with its attendant snake (Mor. 38 ID; Sulla let Athena's lamp go out for
want of oil, Sulla 13. 3^), the statue of Athena Hygieia dedicated by
Pericles (Per. 13. 3), and the wooden statue of Athena Polias preserved to
his own time (fr. 158. 5). He is not quite sure whether the altar of Peace
which the Athenians showed him really was a commemoration of the "Peace
of Callias," as they maintained (Cim. 13. 5). He says that he saw at Athens
the pillars that were to be removed to Rome by Domitian, which were recut
for the temple of Jupiter Capitolinus (Publ. 9. 3). Everyone, he says,
venerates the Theseion along with the Parthenon and Eleusinion, even
though Theseus had to go into exile (Mor. 607A). He mentions the temple
of Asclepius (Mor. 969E), and a temple or precinct known as the lakcheion
(Arist. 27. 4). He recounts how the statue of Dionysus in the
Gigantomachy near the south wall of the Acropolis (dedicated by Attalos of
Pergamum, according to Paus. 1. 25. 2) was dislodged by strong winds,
along with colossal statues of Eumenes and Attalos himself, and blown
down to the theater below (Ant. 60. 4). He explains the significance of the
bronze tongueless lioness at the Acropolis gates (Mor. 505E-F).
Cults
Plutarch has an abiding interest in cults and religious observances (which is
not surprising, in view of his own career). He notices the following
Athenian festivals, ordered by Attic month as in Athens' "Festkalender"
(Dubner): [Hekatombaion] Kronia (Mor. 477D), Panathenaia (Thes. 24. 3;
Demet. 12. 3, peplos Mor. 477D - cf. fr. 212, where Theodoret credits
Plutarch with the statement that the Panathenaia, Dionysia, Thesmophoria
and Eleusinian mysteries were brought to Athens by Orpheus);
[Boedromion] thanks for Plataea (Mor. 349E), Artemis Agrotera (Mor.
862B, also 862A procession to Agrae, 1099E Marathon feast axpi viiv),
Boedromia (Thes. 27. 3), Greater Mysteries (Phoc. 6. l,Alex. 31. 8,
Demet. 26. 1, Mor. 604C; cf. Lye. 30. 6 the Spartan Stratonikos' comment
that "the Athenians should conduct mysteries and processions, since that's
what they excel at"); [Metageitnion] Metageitnia (Mor. 60IB); [Pyanepsion]
Theseia (Thes. 4. 1, 36; Cychreus 10. 3; Theseus' appearance at Marathon
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35. 8 with Paus. 1. 15. 4), Thesmophoria {Dem. 30. 5; Mor. 378E fast by
women sitting on the ground on the second day, the Nesteia; cf. fr. 212),
Oschophoria (Thes. 22); [Gamelion] Lenaia (fr. 71A) and Theogamia (fr.
165. 18 near conjunction of the sun and moon); [Anthesterion] Anthesteria
(Pithoigia Mor. 655D-E, cf. 735D-E; Choes on the second day Ant. 70. 3),
Lesser Mysteries, or Mysteries in Agrai (Demet. 26. 1), Diasia {Mor.
477D); [Elaphebolion] City Dionysia {Demet. 12 festival renamed
"Demetria"; Menander Mor. 347E; cf. 604C, fr 212); [Munichion]
"Munichia" victory at Salamis {Mor. 349E ff.), Olympieia {Phoc. 37. 1
hippeis' procession to Zeus); [Thargelion] Thargelia {Demet. 8. 5; Plato
born during festival Mor. 717D), Plynteria {Ale. 34. 2); [not securely
datable] Adonia {Nic. 13. 11, A/c. 18. 5 with Dover's n. in Comm. on
r/iMC. vol. IV,p. 271).
Besides these official cults of Athens Plutarch alludes to other matters
of a cultic nature. He notes the special sacrifice offered by the Aiantid tribe
after Plataea {Arist. 19. 6). There are perpetual fires at Delphi and Athens
—
the latter the lamp before Athena's statue in the Parthenon—which have to
be relighted with mirrors whenever they are allowed to go out (as, for
example, by Sulla) {Num 9. 5). He describes three sacred ploughings, at
Skiron, at Raria near Eleusis, and the Bouzygian one at the base of the
Acropolis {Mor. 144B). At A/or. 291A (cf. fr. 157. 28) he reports that no
ivy is allowed inside Hera's temple at Athens, but it is used in the
Dionysiac festivals of Agrionia (cf. 299F, 717A) and Nuktelia (cf. 364F).
Zeus Meilichios is called by the Athenians Maimaktes {Mor. 458B). The
festival of Metageitnia is celebrated by former residents of Melite who
moved to Diomeia {Mor. 601B-C). A "Muse festival," perhaps private to
members of the Academy, is given as the setting of Book IX of the Quaest.
conv. (Mor. 736C). The Athenians hold the seventh of every month sacred
as being the day on which Apollo was bom; they carry laurel branches and
deck the basket with garlands and hymn the god on that day (fr. 103. 10
dubium). At Demet. 40. 8 Plutarch reports that Demetrius personally
conducted the Pythian Games at Athens, saying that Apollo was the founder
of the Athenian race.
Myths
Plutarch notices the following myths directly or indirectly concerned with
Athens. Castor and Pollux are called "Anakes" there {Numa 13. 6). The
story of the contest between Poseidon and Athena for possession of the
territory was invented by the kings of Athens in order to turn the Athenians
away from seafaring to tillage of the soil {Them. 19. 3: Themistocles had
to counteract this; the story is alluded to also at Mor. 489B and 740F). It
was Celeus of Eleusis who first established a diurnal ovvoSoq called
"Prytaneion" {Mor. 667D). There is a passing reference to Ion at Mor.
1125D.
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Legal Institutions
Plutarch says he saw remains of Solon's a^ovei; preserved in the Prytaneion
{Sol. 25. 1). He knows that the ephebes take their oath in the sanctuary of
Agraulos (Ale. 15. 7). In several places he alludes to the procedure of
ostracism and twice he describes it in detail (Them. 22. 5, Arist. 7. 5-6).
He knows of the ancestral (jidxpiov) custom of selecting archons and
thesmothetai by lot {Per. 9. 4, Demet. 46. 2; cf. Mor. 340C). He alludes to
the law forbidding xop-nyoi (who were allotted from the tribes: Alex. 29. 2)
to use foreign xope'UTai, and Demades' flouting of it {Phoc. 30. 6). He
mentions the law prohibiting the cutting out of a sacred olive {Mor. 703C).
He makes passing reference to the Prytaneion and Thesmotheteion {Mor.
7I4B; Sol. 25. 1 for the Prytaneion), and to presidency of the Areopagus
and membership in the Amphictyonic Council, for which he says even old
men were eligible {Mor. 749B). He remarks that Demosthenes' fine could
not simply be remitted, "for it was unconstitutional for the people to
abolish a penalty by an act of grace" {Dem. 27. 8). He notes the importance
in his time of the aTpaiTiyia, which was held three times by his teacher
Ammonios {Mor. 813D). He tells his readers that members of the
Areopagus were forbidden to write poetry {Mor. 348B). Large numbers of
spectators were enabled to attend the theater even in Plutarch's day through
distribution of the QecopiKov {Mor. 122D-E). The Athenians buried their
war-dead in Srmooiai xacpal {Mor. 350C).
Athenian democracy comes in for special notice. He reports Solon's
eulogy of the Athenian system of government, in which the people "hearken
to one herald and one archon, law" {Mor. 152D). In his essay on the three
forms of government (of which Plutarchan authorship has been questioned,
in my opinion wrongly) he singles out Athens as an example of a nation
that has reached the apogee of her power and dominion over others under an
"autonomous and unmixed democracy" {Mor. 826F). On the other hand he
disapproves of senseless chauvinism and finds laughable the attitude that
"there is a better moon at Athens than at Corinth" {Mor. 60 IC, from De
exilio); the various local officials such as archons, SioiK-ri-cai and
jipv)TdvEi<; have to be forgone in exile, or transcended in a "cosmic" world-
view like that of Socrates (601A). He notes that Antony was made an
Athenian citizen and that he held the office of gymnasiarch {Ant. 33. 7). He
names Anytus son of Anthemion as the man who reputedly first bribed a
jury {Cor. 14. 6).
Plutarch devotes one of the Greek Questions to a discussion of why the
girls of Bottiaea shout, as they dance, "Let's go to Athens!" {Mor. 298F-
299A; cf. Thes. 16. 3). In olden times, he remarks, the Athenians called
their dead "Demetrians" {Mor. 943B). From of old Athenians were the
natural enemies of wolves, because they were pastors and not fanners {Sol.
23. 4; cf. Dem. 23. 6). They were not originally natural seafarers {Thes.
17. 6). They have an ancestral custom of dividing their days into "good,"
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"bad," and "intermediate" (fr. 101. 5), and regularly choose a day near the
conjunction of the sun and moon for marriages (fr. 105. 18; cf. the doubtful
fr. 1 from Alexandrian Proverbs). Their gymnasium is consecrated to
Apollo {Mor. 724C). Bitches were debarred from the Acropolis because
they copulated openly (Comp. Demet. el Ant. 4. 2; cf. 290B from Aitia
Romana).
The Theater at Athens
Plutarch was present at the Great Dionysia in the winter of 96-97; he says
he attended the victory celebration (eniviKia) when his friend Serapion won
the dithyrambic competitions for the tribe Leontis." AxDe exilio 604C he
comments (with a tone of some disapproval) that the exile is too busy to
AiovDoioii; ev aoxei [sc. Athens] TtavTiyvpi^eiv. At 71OF he quotes an
anonymous Spartan's remark about the extravagant costs of mounting
theater productions and the excessive competitiveness of the actors and
poets: "it was senseless of the Athenians [the Spartan remarked acidly] to
sport in such earnest." There is another, similar disparagement from an
unnamed Spartan at glor. Athen. 348F: "the Athenians erred greatly in
expending such zeal (otiodStiv) on mere play ,^2 i.e., wasting on the theater
money that could have supported major embassies and campaigns." There
are dismissive remarks to a similar effect elsewhere in the Moralia. At
apoph. Lac. 230B Nicander is reported to have said to an anomymous
Athenian who charged him with being "too opposed to leisure," "you're
right, we don't O7iot)6d^o)i.ev about casual matters or waste our o7io-o6ti."^^
At 477D Plutarch heaps scorn on ol jioXXoi who eagerly await the Kronia,
Diasia and Panathenaia and pay money to laugh at mimes and dancers. He
remarks that on Cyprus the kings act as xoptiyol, whereas at Athens they are
allotted from the tribes {Alex. 29. 2). He alludes to an Athenian law
forbidding foreigners to be xopeuTal and Demades' showy flouting of it by
bringing into the theater the 1000-dr. fine for each foreigner he employed.'^
At Phoc. 19. 1-2 he describes an occasion on which a xopr\y6c, refused to
accede to an actor's request for an extravagant retinue which the actor
considered appropriate for the role he was playing. Elsewhere, he makes
remarks of a more general kind on the nature of acting and "impersonation."
Although they are not necessarily to be connected to specific performances,
they suggest that Plutarch was a fairly frequent visitor to the theater. At
" Mor. 628A; see n. 5 above.
'^ Compare the anecdote Plutarch reports of how Solon chided Thespis after a performance for
"telling such hes before so many people." When Thespis tried to defend himself on grounds that
this was just "play," Solon silenced him by remarking that there was a risk that this "play"
would be carried over into serious political business (Sol. 29).
" Compare the Athenian stranger's statement at Plato, Laws 803C-D: "serious matters
deserve our serious attention, but trivialities do not" (trans. T. J. Saunders).
^*Phoc. 30. 6; cf. p. 239 above.
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Dem. 22. 5 he comments on actors who play kings or tyrants: "these men
do not weep or laugh as their feelings dictate, but as the subject of the drama
demands" (trans. Scott-Kilvert). In the glor. Athen. he makes a passing
reference to actors "exhibiting the deeds of generals and kings, and merging
themselves with their characters as tradition records them" {Mor. 345E,
trans. F. C. Babbitt; in section 5 he expresses the view that tragedians like
Sophocles did not do as much for Athens as the city's great generals).
Criticism of Athenian Democracy
Plutarch saw some dangers inherent in the Athenian system, particularly the
evils of demagogy. His clever formulation of the changeable and
impressionable nature of the Athenian Sfiixoq has akeady been cited.'^ They
were likely to be swept along and to overrule the more measured advice of a
cautious general like Nicias (Comp. Nic. et Crass. 3). Nicias knew how
ferocious the Athenian people could be to an unsuccessful commander, for
Plutarch reports him as saying, after his defeat in Sicily, that he would
rather risk death at the hands of his enemies than have to face his fellow-
citizens (Nic. 22. 2-3; cf. Thuc. 7. 48. 4). Their willingness to follow-
even bUndly—a forceful leader like Themistocles is implied by the story of
Themistocles' remark to his son who, Themistocles said, held greatest
power over the Greeks: the Athenians gave orders to the Greeks,
Themistocles gave orders to the Athenians, Themistocles' wife gave orders
to him, and the boy gave orders to his mother (Them. 18. 7, Cat. mai. 8. 5,
the doubtful Mor. 61C). Plutarch cites Solon's quip that he gave the
Athenians not the best laws, but "the best that they would accept" {Sol. 15.
1-2). The following story may be unhistorical, but it is useful for pointing
the moral which Plutarch wishes to draw. Aristeides sought re-election to
some magistracy, but his motive was to demonstrate to the Athenians how
gullible they could be. He was purposely lax in not making some public
officials give an accounting of their tenure of office. He then went before
the people with the public rebuke: "it brings a man more reputation in your
eyes if he gratifies criminals than if he protects public property" {Arist. 4; a
similar remark attributed to Lycurgus at Mor. 54 IF and cf. 842A-B).
Another story to illustrate how easily the wool could be pulled over the eyes
of the Athenian Sfijioc; is told in the Life of Alcibiades. Pericles had been
worrying about "handing in his accounts" after holding an office (by
implication, the hi\\yi'kt\a. of the Parthenos-statue), and Alcibiades advised
him to seek a way instead of not having to give an accounting to the people
{Ale. 7. 3).
The Athenian Lives contain a fairly large number of anecdotes whose
point is the fickleness and basic lack of common sense of the Athenian
" Mor. 799C; see above p. 233.
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electorate. For example, Phocion is reported to have rebuked the tiro orator
Pytheas for pandering to the people and thus playing their vecbvircoc;, "new
slave" {Phoc. 21. 1). Phocion was noted for his simplicity of life and a
kind of showy abstemiousness that annoyed the Athenians; it was, Plutarch
remarks, as if they considered him a living reprimand to their own
extravagant customs, like expensive victory banquets {Phoc. 20. 5).
Demosthenes castigated the Athenians with the remark, "I will be your
adviser if you don't want it, but not your sycophant even if you do" (Dem.
14. 4). When in exile Demosthenes asked the goddess Athena with some
bitterness how she could take delight in the "three harshest beasts—the owl,
the serpent and the Athenian 5fi|ioi;" (Dem. 26. 6). The Athenians of the
classical period arrogantly thought themselves invincible; they couldn't
believe the report that their fleet had been destroyed in Sicily {Nic. 30. 1 =
Mor. 509A). At Mor. 20C he quotes Melanthius' dictum that the Athenian
state was saved by the constant quarrelling of its rhetors. Luckily, they
didn't all crowd to the same side of the boat, so someone was always
preventing a capsize by drawing in the opposite direction.
Athens and Her Conquerors
Alexander said he would show the Athenians that he was a great man, not a
nalq or iieipcxKiov, as Demosthenes had called him (Alex. 11. 6), but he
absolved Athens of all blame, saying she would have to rule Greece if
anything happened to him (Alex. 12. 2 = Phoc. 17. 8). After the victory at
the Granicus he sent three hundred shields to Athens (Alex. 16. 17), and at
the Hydaspes he cried, "Athenians! Can you believe what danger I am
undergoing to win glory in your eyes?" (Alex. 60. 6). When Athens sent
envoys to Sulla to sue for peace they used various examples from ancient
Athenian history, Theseus, Eumolpus and Athens' services in the Persian
Wars; Sulla retorted that the Romans sent him not to be taught history
((pi^o)ia9T|ocov) but to subdue the rebels (Sul. 13. 4). Pompey gave Athens
fifty talents and was specially munificent to her philosophers (Pomp. 42.
5). Antony was dubbed "philathenaios" (Ant. 23. 2) and, as was noted
above, held the office of gymnasiarch; the Athenians were especially fond of
his wife Octavia.
Athens and Sparta
When Alcibiades was in the western Peloponnese urging that Patras build
long walls to the sea, a native of the place remarked that it appeared they
were to be swallowed up by the Athenians; Alcibiades replied, "Yes, but it
will be little by little and starting at the feet, whereas the Spartans will
swallow you whole and at one gulp" (Ale. 15. 6). Erasistratus son of
Phaiax commented that the Spartans were better in public, the Athenians in
private life (Ages. 15.5). An Athenian was boasting to Antalcidas that his
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countrymen had often driven the Spartans from the river Cephisus;
Antalcidas remarked wryly that the Spartans had never driven the Athenians
from the Eurotas (Ages. 31.5 = Mor. 81OF). Pleistoanax son of Pausanias
said, in retort to a charge that the Spartans were duaGeii;, "we are the only
Greeks who have learnt no evil from you Athenians" (Lye. 20. 4).
Plutarch's admiration for Athens and appreciation of her achievements,
which it has been my purpose to document, was not entirely unmitigated.
He was sensitive to the snooty superiority shown by the Athenians to his
fellow-countrymen and he seems pained to have to report that the Athenians
"used to call us Boeotians 'thick and insensitive and stupid'" (Mor. 995E).
Athenian citizenship might be a much-sought-for prize, and one awarded
only rarely in the earUer period of her history, but some, at any rate, could
keep it in perspective. Plutarch shows a certain delight in telling how the
Stoic philosophers Zeno and Cleanthes refused the award, explaining that
they might seem to be injuring their own cities were they to become
Athenians (Mor. 1034A), and Panaetius of Rhodes refused a similar grant
with the remark that "one city was enough for a sensible man" (fr. 86. 1 1).'*
University ofBritish Columbia, Vancouver
'* I am grateful to members of the audience at the Athens Conference, especially Mrs. Judith
Binder, for encouraging comments.

Nepos and Plutarch: From Latin to Greek
Political Biographyi
JOSEPH GEIGER
It is now almost a hundred years since the publication of Soltau's article on
Nepos and Plutarch^—the only study, as far as I am aware, that deals
exclusively with the two biographers. It will come as no surprise that
Soltau's paper was devoted solely to Plutarchean Quellenforschung, written,
as it was, in the heyday of that genre. (As a matter of fact it was well above
par for the course). The present study aims at putting the relationship
between the two writers in a broader context. While there is no need to
discuss again^ those Plutarchean biographies where Nepos was used as a
source it may well be worth the while to try and reconstruct the
circumstances in which Plutarch came to rely on Nepos as well as the extent
of that reliance; a better understanding of Plutarch's dependence on Nepos
will help us to assess the extent of his innovation and achievement.
I
The assassination of Domitian on September 18th, 96 not only started
a new era in the political history of the Roman world, en era "during which
the condition of the human race was most happy and prosperous,'"* but also
was the commencement of a new period in the literature of the Empire, ubi
sentire quae velis et quae sentias dicere licet (Tac. H. 1 . 1). Tacitus was not
alone: at the same time that he turned to denouncing the tyranny and to
exalting the newly found rara temporum felicitas in the Life of his father-in-
law Agricola, his Greek contemporary Plutarch engaged in his first work of
historical relevance, the Lives of the Roman Emperors from Augustus to
' I wish lo thank Dr. Deborah Levine Gera for her advice and criticism of this paper.
Needless to say, the remaining faults are my own.
^W. Soltau, "Nepos und Plutarchos," Jbb. cl. Phil. 153 (1896) 123-31.
' I have dealt with the issue in a different context in "Plutarch's Parallel Lives: The Choice
of n^roti," Hermes 109 (1981)95-99.
" Gibbon, Decline and Fall ch. 3 Q.. 70 Modem Libr. ed.).
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Vitellius.^ In this choice Plutarch displayed both his preoccupation with
biography, the chief source of his later fame, and his interest in Roman
history.* In fact the remarkable parallel between Plutarch and Tacitus goes
beyond the coincidence that both started to work on historical material
during the short reign of Nerva. Tacitus, after his first major work treating
the Year of the Four Emperors and the Flavian dynasty, decided to cover the
earlier part of the Principate in the Annates; in the event, while composing
that masterpiece he may have felt compunction for not starting earlier than
the accession of Tiberius.^ That Plutarch's acquaintance with Roman
history was superficial and commonplace I have endeavoured to show in an
analysis of his references to figures from Republican history in the
Mcralia? Thus it is not possible to know what gave him the impetus to
write biographies of Republican personages: but it must have occurred if
not during, at least very briefly after his work on the Emperors. Moreover,
even in the series of the Parallel Lives the composition of biographies of
persons from the remote past came at a late stage (Jhes. 1):' it is clear that
Plutarch's historical interests were only gradually awakened. '°
One should not exaggerate Plutarch's achievement in the series of
Imperial biographies: on the one hand these Lives hardly merit their
description as biographies" and on the other hand Plutarch was acquainted
with histories of countries that took the form of biographical series.'^
Moreover, Plutarch may have had some prior experience with biographical
writing. The single Lives composed perhaps early in Plutarch's life and
known to us by title or a few fragments only were apparently not political
biographies, though he may have toyed with the idea of the Parallel Lives or
a related concept for some time.'^
' J. Geiger, "Zum Bild Julius Caesars in der romischen Kaiserzeil," Hisloria 24 (1975) 444
ff.; R. Syme. "Biographers of the Caesars," MH 37 (1980) 104 ff. = RPmi2Sl ff.
On this see the valuable contribution of R. Haceliere, "Rome et ses Empereurs vus par
Plutarque." AC 32 (1963) 28 ff.
' Ann. 3. 24. 3; in the magisterial words of his most eminent commentator: "Before Tacitus
had gone very far with the Annates he became conscious of his predicament—if not his mistake"
(R. Syme, Tacilus [Oxford 1958] 370).
'//ermei 109 (1981)98 f.
' Plutarch's relatively late interest in the figures of Hellenistic history (cf. Hermes 109 [1981]
88 ff.) provides another instance that demonstrates his progressing from better-known periods to
relatively grey areas.
^^ He could be influenced by such factors as the success of the series or his pleasure in it: see
Aem. Paul. 1.
" Cf. Syme,MH 37 (1980) l04 =RPm 1251.
'^For such series see Geiger, Hermes 109 (1981) 86 n. 5; for Plutarch's acquaintance with at
least one such series see Pomp. 49 = FGrH 88 F 9 and Jacoby II C p. 221 on the nature of
Timagenes' work.
'^ We have no clues to the dates of the single Lives, but perhaps those at least that seem to
reflect Plutarch's local interests may have been written at an early date. Possibly the Scipio
Africanus was also undertaken shortly before the Parallel Lives: cf. Geiger, Hermes 109 (1981)
87.
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The dawn of the new era was perhaps not quite as glorious and quite as
immediately felt in distant Chaeronea as at the seat of the tyrant, still it
must have been perceptible enough if it was to occasion now, at a relatively
advanced age, the composition of the first major work of historical interest
of our author. It is not my aim here to resume the controversy surrounding
Plutarch's sources in the two extant Lives of Galba and Otho^** and even less
so to speculate about the presumably non-extant sources of the non-extant
Lives; yet certain conclusions as to the availability of material and
Plutarch's manner and rate of work present themselves from our dating of
the biographical series. It was perhaps completed by the end of the short
reign of Nerva, but even so it must have been almost immediately
afterwards that he started work on the great project of the Parallel Lives.
It has been suggested'^ that the dedication to Sosius Senecio coincided
with the latter's consulate in 99, leaving very short time indeed to plan and
start work on the series. Whatever it was that gave Plutarch his first
impetus towards a composition on such a grand scale we may assume that
he must have formed a general idea and a plan of the work before he started
its execution.
In all probability such a general plan would have included at least three
ingredients: it must have been based on the cardinal idea of the Parallel
Lives, viz. the juxtaposition of Greek and Roman statesmen and generals; it
must have contained at least a preliminary list of the heroes whose lives
were to be the subjects of the biographies; and it must have surmised a
certain literary format of the biographies.
No doubt the synkrisis of individual Greek and Roman statesmen and
generals on a more or less equal footing is the most impressive single
feature of the series. These comparisons supply much of the characteristic
flavour of the work and are certainly one of the important reasons for their
great Uterary success.'* Of course Plutarch employed this literary technique
also often in the Moralia}'' yet it never became, either in the other writings
of Plutarch or in those of any other author of Antiquity, such a predominant
literary feature as in the Parallel Lives. The question as to Plutarch's goals
in these comparisons has been debated with some vigour;'* it seems to me
that for our present purpose this question should be subordinated to the one
concerning the process by which Plutarch arrived at his plan. In other
'* See B. Scardigli, Die Romerbiographien Plutarchs. Ein Forschungsberichl (Miinchen
1979) 152 ff. and eadem, "Sctitti recenti suUe Vile di Plutarco," Miscellanea Plularchea (Quaderni
del Giornale Filologko Ferrarese 8 [Fenara 1986]) 48 f., 53 f.
'^ C. P. Jones, "Towards a Chronology of Plutarch's Works," JRS 56 (1966) 70.
'* For the latest contribution on this subject see C.B.R. Felling, "Synkrisis in Plutarch's
Lives," Miscellanea Plularchea (Quaderni del Giornale Filologico Ferrarese 8 [Fenara 1986]) 84
ff.
'^ J. Barthelmess, "Recent Work on the Moralia," ibid. 61, has recently reminded us all of the
basic unity of the Lives and the Moralia.
" C. P. Jones, Plutarch and Rome (Oxford 1971) 103 ff.; cf. J. Geiger, SCI 1 (1974) 142 f.
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words, I do not believe that Plutarch first defined his goals, whether literarj',
moralistic or political, and then sought the ways and means to execute
them, but rather that only after the idea of the comparisons had occurred to
him did he guide it in the direction most appropriate to his outlook. Now it
has been suggested" that Plutarch may have derived his idea from Nepos'
juxtaposition of series of Greek (later Foreign) and Roman generals, a
feature that must have been present also in the other books of the De viris
illustribus?^ Though this contention cannot be proven it is greatly
enhanced by the facts that Nepos is the only writer who is known to have
based a long series of Lives on synkrisis and that Plutarch must have
become acquainted with Nepos' writings at a relatively early date.
It has been shown^i that North Italians predominated among Plutarch's
Roman friends. Yet the link with Nepos was perhaps provided by a man
whose own acquaintance with Plutarch is not directly attested. Four of
Plutarch's friends were also friends of Pliny the Younger: Arulenus
Rusticus and Avidius Quietus, remnants of the circle of Thrasea Paetus,
who may have provided him with the latter's biography of Cato the
Younger; C. Minicius Fundanus, a close friend of Pliny, is the principal
speaker in the De cohibenda ira; and, lastly and most importantly Sosius
Senecio, the addressee of the Parallel Lives as well as of the Quaesliones
convivales and the Quomodo quis suos in virtute sentiat profectus was a
friend of Pliny. Thus the circumstantial evidence for Pliny's acquaintance
with Plutarch seems to be complete.^^ On the other hand Pliny mentions
Nepos only once (£/>. 5. 3. 6), in a fleeting reference to those Romans who
composed light poetry. Interestingly enough Nepos' poetical efforts are
nowhere else mentioned in our extant sources—may one surmise that
Pliny's reference reveals an intimate acquaintance with otherwise unknown
details of the work of his North Italian compatriot? The massive use made
of Nepos by the Elder Pliny and the interest of the latter's nephew in the
work of his uncle would certainly support such a hypothesis.
Pliny or any other of Plutarch's North Italian friends may have
suggested to Plutarch to read Nepos. Be this as it may, Plutarch's
acquaintance with the work of Nepos is a fact. The references'^ leave no
place for doubt of the use made by the Greek biographer of his Latin
"L. E. Lord, "The Biographical Interests of PluUrch," CJ 22 (1926-27) 499; cf. A. J.
Gossage, Plutarch in: Latin Biography
, ed. T. A. Dorey, (London 1967) 75, n. 48.
^ On Nepos' work see J. Geiger, Cornelius Nepos and Ancient Political Biography (Historia
Einzelschriften 47 [Stuttgart 1985]) 84 ff.
^ Jones, Plutarch and Rome, 48 ff., esp. 58, provides all the essential references for what
follows.
^Jones, Plutarch and Rome 61 suggests that Pliny may have omitted Plutarch from his
correspondence because the Greek was not well-connected enough. But it is more simple to
assume that the omission is due to Plutarch not having visited Rome for some years before the
start of Pliny's correspondence.
^ Marc. 30; comp. Pel. Marc. 1 = Marc. 3 1; Luc. 43; TiGr. 21.
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forerunner. It is not too far-fetched to assume that the acquaintance
antedates, at least briefly, the inception of the work on the Parallel Lives.
However, there still remains the difficulty that the structure of the Parallel
Lives, viz. the comparison of individual statesmen and generals, is basically
different from the comparison of groups as practised by Nepos. I shall
return to this issue presently, but first I should like to say a few words on
Plutarch's choice of heroes.
It has been mentioned above that Plutarch's knowledge of Roman
history and acquaintance with its heroes, as mirrored in the Moralia, was
restricted to commonplaces and the minimum of conventional education.
However, even though we know {Aem. Paul. 1) that Plutarch did expand the
series as it progressed he must have had some initial plan, a tentative list of
heroes whose lives he intended to describe. I have suggested, and wish now
to reaffirm the suggestion, that such a tentative list of Roman heroes was
derived from Nepos' De viris illustribus, who thus served as Plutarch's first
guide to Roman biography .^^
Up to this point I have been reiterating and to some extent confirming
and expanding the connexions between Plutarch and Nepos as suggested by
other scholars and by myself. Indeed the influence of Nepos on Plutarch is
not to be underestimated. On the other hand if our emphasis has resulted in
making light of the originality of Plutarch it is time now to redress the
balance.
As I have stated, the general idea of the Parallel Lives may have been
influenced by Nepos, and the list of Roman heroes to be treated may also
have been derived from Nepos. However, besides the basic idea of
comparisons and a general outline of the contents, a third ingredient, at
least, is to be assumed in Plutarch's blueprint, viz. the literary format of the
individual Lives—or rather books containing a pair each—and of the series
as a whole. It is here that Plutarch's dependence on Nepos ends and his
genius comes to full fruition. It must have been at a very early stage that
Plutarch decided on the scale of his biographies, and it is this scale where
the most obvious difference between him and Nepos can be seen.
Dare we guess that comparison of pairs of Lives rather than of whole
series was a consequence of the size of Plutarch's biographies? Certainly a
comparison such as Nepos' would not have been practicable after a number
of book-length pairs such as Plutarch's. Size and literary format are
I cannot discuss here the problem of the sources of the anonymous De viris illustribus
found in the Aurelian corpus (see P. L. Schmidt in RESuppl. 15. 1641 ff., disregarding his
contention that what is known as Nepos is in fact Hyginus: J. Geiger, "Cornelius Nepos and
the Authorship of the Book on Foreign Generals," LCM 7 (1982) 134 ff.; on the elogia of the
forum of Augustus see M. M. Sage, "The Elogia of the Augustan Forum and the De viris
illustribus," Hisloria 28 (1979). Unfortunately Sage in this and two other papers devoted to the
De viris illustribus refuses to reexamine the question of the sources). If Nepos was a source the
similarities between the lisu of Plutarch and the De viris illustribus may be regarded as
circumstantial evidence in favour of our hypothesis.
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inseparably connected. Plutarch must have sensed at an early stage that the
strait-jacket of short Lives, more or less on the scale of those of Nepos,
would hardly provide the opportunity to develop characters such as envisaged
by him. That literary works, not unlike living organisms, attained to the
peak of their development only at an optimal size was a doctrine already
established by AristoOe (Poetics 1450b35-1451al5). Indeed it is too often
that modern commentators ignore or pay too little attention to this
important aspect of literary genre.
There must be a certain correlation between the theme an author
undertakes to treat and the literary genre employed by him. Plutarch's
biographies seem to owe at least part of their success to their size—not only
in relation to Nepos, but also to some of their modern mammothian
counterparts. The insistence of modem literary criticism on the significant
differences in genre between novel, short story, "short short story" etc.
emphasizes, rather than otherwise, the importance of length for the various
genres: taking the various lengths as a datum they seem suited to the
expression of basically different literary forms.^^
n
There is no need to stress Plutarch's achievement as an author nor to
emphasize again that his biographies should not be used as quarries that
only provide stones to erect the edifices of Greek and Roman history.
Nevertheless literary analyses of Plutarchean Lives are still few and far
between. I shall devote the second part of this paper to a literary analysis,
or, rather, the analysis of two important literary aspects of one of the most
successful Lives, the Cato minor, with a view to demonstrate Plutarch's
achievement and to show how this achievement was bound up with shaking
off the fetters of the short, Nepos-sized, biographies.
Leo^ established that at the outset of a Life, before the narration of the
Ttpd^eiq of the hero proper, Plutarch assembles certain sets of information
^ See e.g. R. J. Kilchenmaim, Die Kurzgeschichte. Form und Entwicklung^ (Stuttgart etc.
1978); B. von Wiese, Novelle^ (Stuttgart 1967); V. Shaw, The Short Story. A Critical
Introduction (London and New York 1983). It is perhaps not too fanciful to admit the analogy
from biology. Apparently Aristotle's postulates have been vindicated by modem biology:
though there is a certain correlation between the size of an animal and the size of its brain, so
that larger mammals need larger brains simply to fulfil the same functions as small mammals,
we may predicate the intelligence of a certain species by its deviation from the quotient
postulated for it between body-size and brain. Man is more intelligent than other animals not
because the size of its brain—elephants and whales have larger ones—but because it has the
largest positive deviation from the expected brain-size for an animal of its dimensions: S. J.
Gould, Ever Since Darwin. Reflections in Natural History (Harmondsworth, Middlesex 1986)
181 ff. Similarly, other characteristics are achieved at greatest effect at a certain body size.
F. Leo, Die griechisch-romische Biographie nach ihrer lilterarischen Form (Leipzig 1901)
180ff.
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divided into categories.^'' These categories include, in the present case,
Cato's Yevoq, T\Qoq, naidzia, S{aixa and Xoyoq. Yet after the analysis of
these characteristics one realizes immediately that a large section of the first
part of the Life, chs. 2-3, is left out of this analysis. Though Leo refers to
this section briefly in saying that sometimes, as in the case of both Catos
and of Alcibiades, characteristic anecdotes are told beforehand, the
significance of these chapters goes far beyond that and is crucial to the
structure of the whole Life. The two chapters are, on their face value, the
narration of a number of anecdotes from the childhood of Cato. Yet these
episodes are not merely "characteristic anecdotes told beforehand" but
suggestive in their features of the central issues of the whole Life. There is
no need here to repeat that Plutarch regarded characteristic deeds, even if of
small significance in themselves, as the best way to expound the character
of his heroes.2^ It is clear that these anecdotes are inserted in their place not
only because they belong to Cato's childhood, but also because they reveal
much about his r\Qoc„ which was a-cpETiTov Kal anaQkq Kal Pepaiov ev
Tiaoiv (1. 3). His steadfast character was bound to react over and over again
in the same way in the same circumstances and have the same reactions;
hence these childhood anecdotes are not merely characteristic stories about
our hero, but become foreshadowings, subtle prefigurations of other, more
important incidents in his life. Thus the themes of these episodes assume
the force of leitmotifs, and in ever-recurring incidents of a familiar shape we
are reminded of the main traits of the character of our hero.
In the first of the childhood anecdotes we are told (2. 1-5) how
Poppaedius Silo, the Italian leader, when at Livius Drusus' home in Rome
during the agitation of the AlUes for citizenship, asked Cato, then four years
old, to exert his influence with his uncle on behalf of the claims of the
Italians. When the boy silently refused. Silo turned to menaces and
threatened to throw him out of the window. After all this was of no avail
he let him go and expressed to his friends his admiration for Cato's
character.
This steadfastness of character and absence of fear of physical harm were
time and again put to trial in later life, when the violent clashes of the Late
Republic often converted the forum into a battle-field. Plutarch emphasises
the courage of Cato, last to retreat even against the most formidably
superior enemy: thus he defies Metellus Nepos and his gangs and bravely
fights back until victory (27. 4-28. 5). He is last to retreat when Caesar's
men maltreat Bibulus and his followers and drive them away from the forum
(32. 4). When he offered single-handed resistance to Caesar's Campanian
^ For the following cf. my dissertation A Commentary on Plutarch's Cato minor (Oxford
1971) and the Introduaion to the forthcoming bilingual Italian edition and translation of the Life
(Rizzoli, Milano).
^ One of the most important utterances to this effect is contained in the Cato minor itself
(24. 1).
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Law he did not stop arguing and persuading even when led away to prison
(33. 2). Cato is the last to retreat before the partisans of Pompey when they
use force to stop Domitius from presenting himself as a candidate for the
consular elections (41. 6-8). Lastly, Cato resists force used against him in
his various attempts to stop the passing of the lex Trebonia (43. 2-7).
In the second of the childhood anecdotes (2. 6-8) young Cato, while
taking part in the games at a birthday-party, is asked for help by a boy
imprisoned in a chamber by an elder boy; Cato frees him and then, angrily
departing, is escorted home by the other boys. The purpose of the anecdote
is to show Cato's inherent sense of justice and righteousness, brought out
again and again in the Life.
Among the many acts of justice related by Plutarch it will suffice to
mention Cato's handling of the Treasury (17. 2-4), the story about the
absolute trust in his uprightness even by his adversaries (21. 5-6), his
choice as umpire to ensure the fairness of elections (44. 7-14 with a short
digression on the virtue of SiKaioouvii); his support for Favonius against
foul play at elections (46. 2-3), and his saving the Uticans from mass-
murder (58. 1). Small wonder that Cato becomes a by-name for uprighmess
(19. 7) and his membership on a jury is considered sufficient to ensure a fair
and just trial (48. 9-10). His being escorted home by his playmates is often
repeated in later life by his supporters: on the last day of his quaestorship
he is escorted home by almost all the citizens, who approve of his conduct
(18. 5); the senators accompany him when he is led away by Caesar to
prison (33. 3); upon his return from Cyprus he is met by all the
magistrates, priests, senate and a large part of the people (39. 1); when
defeated at the praetorian elections he is escorted home by more people than
all the successful candidates together (42. 7); and when arrested by Trebonius
he is followed on the way by such a crowd that the tribune prefers to let him
go (43. 6).
Two of the anecdotes told by Plutarch are dated to Sulla's dictatorship.
When the aristocratic youth were performing the "Troia" under Sulla's
regime the participants insisted on substituting Cato for their appointed
leader (3. 1-2). Subsequently Plutarch is at pains to make Cato appear as a
popular favourite, always deemed worthy of leadership, though of course his
failure to obtain the highest offices of state could easily be suggestive of the
contrary, as Plutarch himself must have been aware.^' Cato receives from
his soldiers while a military tribune 66^a Kal xcxpiq Kal xmzp^aXkoMoa
Ti^fi Kal <piXo<ppoot)VTi (9. 8); there is a graphic description of the emotional
scenes when he leaves them (12., 1). He is invited to stand for the
tribuneship (20. 1); in the praetorian elections he would have headed the poll
but for Pompey's machinations (42. 4); only Cato, of all the commanders,
is able to arouse the soldiers before Dyrrhachium (54. 7-9); in Africa he
»Cf.PAoc<on3. 1.
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yields the command to Metellus Scipio, his superior in rank, although he is
the popular favourite (57. 6); he is appointed commandant of Utica upon
request of the inhabitants as well as of Scipio (58. 2); the council in Utica
prefer to die with him than to escape by betraying his virtue (60. 2); the
horsemen who escaped from Thapsus said that they did not need Juba to pay
them and would not be afraid of Caesar if Cato were to lead them (63. 3);
and his esteem in the eyes of the Uticans is shown by the lamentations and
the honours they bestow on him after his death (71). His escort on many
occasions is another series of examples of the favour he commanded.
Perhaps the most interesting and certainly the most important among
the anecdotes of Cato's youth is the one where he, then fourteen years old,
asks his tutor Sarpedon for a sword to slay Sulla and free the State from
slavery (3. 3-7). Libertas and Cato's determination to fight for it is the
leitmotif that goes through the whole of the Life, gaining strength as the
fight for the survival of the Republic becomes more and more desperate,
until Cato's self-immolation on the altar of Libertas ends his story in an all-
powerful crescendo. Cato, who as a youth wanted to slay the tyrant Sulla,
prefers to die rather than to receive mercy from the hands of the victorious
tyrant Caesar. Characteristically, Cato already envisages the possibility of
death in the fight for Libertas when Metellus Nepos returns to Rome to
stand for the tribunate in 63 (20. 5); henceforth eXevGepia is the watchword
that permeates all the poUtical controversies in which Cato takes part; every
struggle and fight of Cato from now on is a fight for Roman Libertas; Cato
dies when there is no hope for Libertas, and there is no hope for Libertas
when Cato dies. Even the epilogue carries on the story of Libertas, telling
how Cato's son falls at Philippi in the cause of Freedom (73. 5) and his
daughter commits suicide after the death of her husband Brutus the Liberator
(73. 6).
The last episode in the series tells us about the brotherly love of Cato
and Caepio and Caepio's admiration for his half-brother's ococppoovvri and
(iETpi6-cTi<; (3. 8-10). The story is to some extent out of the line with the
preceding ones since its concern is with the 5iai-ca, the private conduct of
the hero and not his public image and behaviour. Nevertheless the one is as
much part of the biography as the other, and the episode told here is as
characteristic of Cato's SCaua in later life as were the foregoing anecdotes
of his public life. Love for his brother, we are told, made him join the
army in the war against Spartacus (8. 1), and his conduct at the untimely
death of Caepio (1 1) is sufficient proof of this trait of his character. Indeed
his reliance on family and marriage ties (with Silanus 21. 3; Lucullus 29. 6;
Domitius 41.3) may reveal something of the same feature. Last but not
least Caepio's praise for Cato's omcppoowri and liexpioxTn; should be noted;
here we should mention, besides the characteristics that Plutarch assembles
under the category of Siaixa (5. 6-6. 7), his first campaign (with brother
Caepio!) where his eita^ia and dvSpva, reminiscent of his glorious
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ancestor, are mentioned among the virtues as opposed to the |iaXaK£a and
Tp-ocpTi of his fellow soldiers (8. 2; cf. 3. 10); there is great emphasis on his
modesty as military tribune (9. 4) and on his Asian journey (12. 3-4); the
modest prizes he gives to the victors at the games (46. 4-5) and, of course,
his conduct when leading his troops through the hardships of the African
desert (56. 6-7).
So it happens that at the outset of the narration of Cato's career we have
not only sufficient knowledge of his background, t|9oi;, 7tai6eia, Siaixa
etc., but the events of the life themselves, the Tipd^eiq of his career, from
the beginning to the glorious end, present themselves to us with an ease
that makes any explanations and interruptions in the flow of the narrative
superfluous. Clearly such a highly sophisticated narrative technique,
showing off Plutarch's artistry to its best advantage, could only be possible
in a biography of a certain size, where recurrent leitmotifs had ample space
for development.
I wish to conclude with a few remarks on Plutarch's technique of
synkrisis in the Cato minor, the more so since it has been recently
suggested^" that it is of no importance in that Life. It will become evident
that such a technique could have been developed by Plutarch only in
biographies of the size contained in the Parallel Lives and must have been
basically different from whatever comparisons were included in Nepos'
works.
The Phocion-Cato minor is, together with the Alexander-Caesar, the
Themistocles-Camillus and the Pyrrhus-Marius, one of the few pairs in the
Parallel Lives that lack a formal synkrisis. Indeed the formal comparisons
at the end of the books serve too often to point out the differences rather
than the similarities between the two heroes. In our case it is again a
technique of recurring motifs that binds the two Lives in this pair
together—they are not compared Kam Koiva(; 'o\io\6iy\iac, but simply as
good men devoted to the state {Phoc. 3. 6). The reason for linking them is
their outstanding virtue:
"But the virtues of these men, even down to their ultimate and minute
differences, show that their natures had the one and the same stamp, shape
and general colour; they were an equal blend, so to speak, of severity and
kindness, of caution and braveness, of solicitude for others and fearlessness
for themselves, of the careful avoidance of baseness and, in like degree, the
eager pursuit of justice."
It is important to remember that this outline is the most extensive
direct characterization of the two heroes: in the Lives proper the
'"PeUing, op.cit. [note 16], 83 f.; for earlier discussions see A. Stiefenhofer, "Zur
Echtheitsfrage der biographischen Synkriseis Plutarchs," Philologus 73 (1914-16) 474 and
especially H. Erbse, "Die Bedeutung der Synkrisis in den Parallelbiographien Plularchs," Hermes
84 (1956) 404.
Joseph Geiger 255
delineament of character is done by the usual means of the jipa^en; of the
men. Thus it is left to the reader^^ to follow up and judge for himself to
what extent Phocion and Cato conform jn their actions to Plutarch's sketch.
The mixture of aiJoxTipov and (piX,dv8pco7iov in Phocion is apparent
from the contradiction between his fjGog and his countenance (5. 1); the
Athenian people, when in need of a commander, would call upon one who
was avaxr\p6iaioq and (ppovi^maToq (8. 3). Phocion, though harsh and
stem, earns the surname of xprioTOi; (10. 4), and in the following section
Plutarch discusses at length this mixture of austerity and kindness.
In Cato too austerity seemingly overcame kindness: hence the saying
of Curio (14. 7-8). Cato seemed to be a by-word for austerity (19. 9), yet it
is suggested that this austerity was outward, deemed suited for public
business, while in private he behaved euvoiKox; Kal (piXavOpcoTicoq (21.
10). Cato's legislation to provide cheap food for the populace is an act of
(piA.av0pco7iia and netpiorrn; (29. 4); Cato's speech to the Uticans displays
his dSeeq, yewaiov and (piA,dv9pco7iov (60. 1).
The combination of do(paX£(; and dv8peiov is more easily apparent in
Phocion, whose public career was in the first place that of a military leader.
Phocion attached himself to the general Chabrias, whose boldness was not
counterbalanced by caution, as was the case with Phocion (6. 1 ff.); on the
whole, his entire art of war demonstrated the admirable balance of the two
qualities, as can be seen e.g. from the battles chs. 13; 25. Cato on the other
hand never had real opportunity to display his qualities as a general (and
only for the general is caution becoming), yet on the occasion of his service
in the slave-war his courage was among the qualities that were admired (8.
2).
The next shared quality of Phocion and Cato, their care for others
mingled with fearlessness for their own person, is again and again
demonstrated in their Lives: e.g. Phocion, always fearless for his own
person, is worried about the resources of the city (23. 3), does everything
possible to save his fellow-citizens (23. 1; cf 31. 2), and his chief concern
when facing trial is not for himself, but for his fellow defendants (34. 8).
Examples of Cato's fearlessness have been collected above, starting with his
behaviour as a four-year-old; his care for others is extended to the Syracusans
(53. 4) and to all cities subject to Rome and Roman citizens (53. 5-6); he
saves the Uticans from mass-murder (58. 1), and during his last days
constantly the fate of his friends and the inhabitants of Utica is before his
eyes, while he prepares without fear for death.
Finally, the two share an avoidance of meanness and the pursuit of
justice. The examples are too numerous to be collected here entirely; for
Cato what has been assembled above should suffice. With Phocion the
examples of his treatment of prisoners and allies (13. 7 ff.), and his own
*' As was Plutarch's wonl to do: cf. Sliefenhofer, op.cit. 468.
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relatives (22. 4) are characteristic of a man who, in true Socratic fashion,
would prefer to suffer rather than inflict injustice (32. 6^^) and who was
recognised after his death by the people as a patron and guardian of
moderation and justice (38. 1). Phocion rejected all attempts to be bribed or
influenced by money (21. 3^; 18. 1; 30. 1), and it is Plutarch's belief that
to attack Cato for aicjxpoKep6eia is like accusing Heracles of cowardice
(52. 8).
Thus on the whole Plutarch was successful in demonstrating the
similarities of character between Phocion and Cato. Few will lament the
absence of a formal synkrisis at the end of the book, which would hardly add
significantly either to our historical knowledge or to our psychological
understanding of Plutarch's characters by pointing out in antithetical form
the minute differences of the fortunes and fates of the two heroes. On the
other hand the transition between the two Lives of the book, making use of
a nev. . . 5e—clause, is a most skilful structural device. The last sentence
of the Phocion draws the parallel between the deaths of Phocion and
Socrates: it is left to the reader to draw the parallel between the deaths of
Socrates and Cato, so often alluded to, but never expressly stated in the Life.
I think it should be clear by now that Plutarch's art of comparison is
sometimes most dominant where it is only implied rather than given a
separate section in the book. Most importantly for our subject, it is here
that his relation to Nepos seems to be most typical: possibly he owed the
idea of comparison to Nepos, but it was his literary genius that brought it
to full fruition.
The Hebrew University ofJerusalem
^Cf. Plato, Gor«. 469c.
4Aspects of Plutarch's Characterisation
CHRISTOPHER FELLING
1. Childhood and Development
Immediately we consider Plutarch's treatment of his heroes' childhood, we
find ourselves confronting a strange paradox.' He is clearly most interested
in childhood and education; indeed, it is the exclusive concern of several of
his moral essays.^ He has a quite elaborate theory of youthful development,
drawing heavily on the Aristotelian ethic: our initial 5uvd|iei(; render us
capable of feeling and responding to specific TtdGri, and our responses
gradually constitute particular e^ek; of habitual activity; these eventually
evolve into settled tiGti which inform our moral choices. All that comes out
particularly clearly in the De uirtute morali. Naturally enough, he insists
that moral development of character is the norm for all human beings, and
that education has a peculiar value in moulding character and restraining
passions. 3 Naturally enough, too, in the Lives he makes a good deal of
whatever childhood material he finds in his sources, often straining
uncomfortably to extract unreasonably large consequences from slight
anecdotes (.Sulla is a good example of that). He also gives extensive space
' This paper overlaps closely wiih my essay on "Childhood and Personality in Greek
Biography" (henceforth "Childhood"), lo appear in Characterization and Individuality in Greek
Literature, a collection of essays which I am editing for the Oxford University Press (1989): but
the scope of that essay did not allow any extended treatment of individual Lives, nor any
discussion of the distinguished analysis of Dihle. Some of the points are also treated in an essay
on "Plutarch: Roman heroes and Greek Culture" (henceforth "Roman heroes"), to appear in
Philosophia Togata (ed. J. Barnes and M. T. Griffin [Oxford 1989]). The present article is
lightly annotated: further argument and exemplification of several points may be found in those
papers. I apologise for this immodest ring of self-reference, and hope readers will not find the
circle too vicious.
^ Especially De profectibus in uirtute. An uirtus doceri possit? , andDe audiendis poetis.
' Mor. 392b-e, cf. e. g. 28d-e. 37d-e, 76d-e, 82b-c, 83e-f. 450f, 453a. 551c-552d, 584e.
Inherited nature was of course important too, as those passages show. Cf. esp. C. J. Gill, "The
Question of Character-development: Plutarch and Tacitus," CQ 33 (1983) 469-87. For
education as a civilising and restraining force in the Lives, cf. esp. Cor. 1. 4-5, Mar. 2. 2—4,
Them. 2. l,Numa 26 (4). 10-12; B. Bucher-Isler. Norm und Individualitdt in den Biographien
Plutarchs (Noctes Romanae 13 [Bern and Stuttgart 1972]) 21, 24, 49, 67-«.
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to education—to isolating the teachers of Pericles, for instance, or stressing
Lucullus' or Cicero's early intellectual prowess. And there are times when
he shrewdly points to the importance of influences, sometimes in ways
which involve quite extensive psychological reconstruction: the effect on
the young Cleomenes of his marriage to Agis' widow, for instance, when
she would constantly describe to him those stirring events {Ag.—CI. 22 [1].
3); the influence on Marcellus of being brought up at a time when Rome
was constantly at war, so that he had no time to indulge his supposed taste
for Hellenic culture (Marc. 1); the impact on Theseus of the heroics of his
kinsman Heracles (esp. Thes. 6. 8-8. 2, 11. 2); the effect on Coriolanus of
his close and dominant mother (Cor. 4. 5-8). All this seems to bring
Plutarch surprisingly close to the themes and interests of modem biography,
witli its taste for tracing influences and psychological development, and for
bringing out and explaining individual differences.
And yet so often these interests of Plutarch seem to lead to peculiarly
shallow and disappointing results. So often his treatment of childhood itself
is banal and unpenetrating; so often we are left with very little idea of any
evolution of the grown man; and, despite those few cases where he does go
in for psychological reconstruction, so often he seems to regard
understanding the development of his heroes as a surprisingly low priority.
Why? It is not a shortage of material; true, he is reluctant to supplement it
irresponsibly—but we can also often see him failing to analyse the material
he does have, or to carry through the sort of reconstruction of which he was
capable. Why doesn't he reconstruct how the elder Cato or Marius must
have felt, when they first came from the country to join in smart city life?
Or what it must have been like for an Artaxerxes or a Timoleon in the
nursery, with such dominant and powerful brothers? Or what Agesilaus
must have felt about his lameness, or Themistocles about his dubious
parentage? Plutarch has the resources to make such reconstructions, and the
interest in youthful development to encourage them: Cleomenes shows
that, or Theseus, or Coriolanus; and in each case the theme is stressed
enough—rusticity, or the brothers, or the physical disability, or the
bastardy. Yet the psychological capital made of it is curiously
disappointing, and we are not really led to any deeper understanding of the
heroes or their development.
Albrecht Dihle offers a most interesting explanation in his Studien zur
griechischen Biographie (Gottingen 1956), when he points to a difference
between modem and ancient ideas of the personality.'' He suggests that
modem writers postulate a large number of varied predispositions (Anlagen)
in a personality: some are aroused and fostered by specific experiences,
especially in childhood; others become stunted or atrophied; and we place
especial weight on the irrational in describing these distinctive experiences,
* Ch. 4, esp. pp. 76-81.
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and the psychic drives which they encourage or deflect. Such an analysis
need not put especial weight on the development of "the moral will" or
"moral consciousness" (though it certainly need not deny that such a will or
consciousness exists, with the function of ethically assessing and censoring
a person's Anlagen and accommodating them with life's demands): still, a
figure can often be represented as passive, a locus for the various
predispositions and stimuU to fight it out. This modem picture does clearly
posit a complex process of the development of personality, even if it finds
little to say about the development of the moral will or consciousness.
Plutarch, by contrast, is firmly in the Peripatetic tradition in stressing the
moral will. It is that which controls the way in which one's original
6tivdn.ei<; respond to particular TidOri, ensuring that these are controlled and
guided in such a way that a pattern of ethical conduct (e^iq) is followed,
which is gradually strengthened into a stable aspect of a person's character
(Ti9oq).5 The irrational is relevant to the portrait, but only in defining the
quality of the thxGti and the Suvdneiq that enable us to respond to them;
and it will be natural to concentrate less on the SDvdjxeii; or the naQi\
themselves than on the rational moral will or consciousness that masters
them, something that (again in Aristotelian fashion) will be visible in the
adult's moral choices which those settled riGri inform. Thus the irrational
typically remains at a level below that of the Uterary presentation, assumed
as part of the individual's development but not explicitly traced. "It is
evident," concludes Dihie, "that in so narrow a biographical psychology the
modem conception of development has no place."
There is much to admire in this extremely subtle analysis.^ Dihle is
certainly right to draw attention to our view of a person's complex blend of
varied Anlagen, and his stress on Plutarch's conception of moral will is also
illuminating: the development of such an undifferentiated moral will is very
much the register in which education is treated, at least when it is
successful—in the cases of Aemilius, for example, or Brutus, or even (with
some qualifications) Pericles? Such a will should give one control of the
TidSri (cf. esp. Mor. nd-7S&, 82b-c); and Dihle is right to suggest that
there is more interest in emphasising the will than in the differentiated
analysis of the naQr[ themselves, even in cases where those TtdBtj are
important to Plutarch's view of his central figure. But some qualifications
should still be made.
First, Dihle's analysis of modern assumptions is closer to theoretical
psychology than biographical practice. With some exceptions, especially
' Cf. esp. Mor. 31b-c, 443d. 451b ff.. 467b.
* And reviewers of Dihle have been properly admiring: cf. esp. K. von Fritz, Gnom. 28
(1956)329-31.
' On Aemilius cf. "Roman heroes," pp. 215-16 and "Childhood", n. 60; on Brutus, "Roman
heroes," pp. 222-28; on Pericles, "Childhood," section H.
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the psychoanalytic school,^ modem biography does not especially
concentrate on these irrational elements in childhood; it may include them,
but the early display or development of rational traits tends to be much more
stressed
—
particularly in political biography, where the comparison with
Plutarch is sharpest, and where a certain gravity and respect for the subject
normally inhibits too strong a stress on the irrational.' Dihle's analysis is
in fact as redolent of Proust as it is of Freud, and in many ways it suits the
biographical or autobiographical novel better than biography itself: it is
suggestive that Dihle's sole example is not a biography at all but the
Entwicklungsroman "Griine Heinrich."'" And even such novels do not
characteristically analyse the predispositions which remain stunted or
undeveloped, only those which prefigure important later traits; such an
analysis is not far removed from the Peripatetic treatment of 5-uvdnEi(; and
TtdGri which interact to produce later characteristics. G^ihle reasonably
observes that the interaction is now described rather differently. We tend to
speak of a constant mutual interaction, with Anlagen refined and remoulded
as a result of experiences; whereas the Peripatetic analysis would regard the
8t)vd(iei.(; as a constant given, and the interaction as producing distinct
e^Eii; and eventually r\^. But the difference is at least in part semantic).
Indeed, in many ways Plutarch stresses irrational TidGri more, not less,
than his modem counterparts, at least when he is describing adult figures.
This is particularly clear in cases such as Marius, Coriolanus, Demetrius, or
Antony, where heroes are clearly bad at controlling their passions; but the
phenomenon is in fact much more widespread. Time and again we find
Plutarch analysing heroes' self-control, and finding them lacking: and we
find this particularly frequently in cases where Hellenic education is in
point." Marcellus, for instance, had Hellenic tastes, and did his best to
indulge them in a warlike period: but he was eventually destroyed by his
inability to control his natural bellicosity. Cicero was extraordinarily
educated, yet so often he showed himself unable to match up to the
emotional demands of the political choices he had to make, and unworthily
followed the instincts of his TidGri rather than his reason: in his poor
showing in exile, for instance, or in his choice of sides in the civil war, or
in his extravagant reaction to his daughter's death. Some people did better,
for instance Aemilius, again a man with educated and Hellenic tastes, or
Brutus and the younger Cato, both followers of Greek philosophy; others
worse, particularly those whose education was lacking—Marius,
*Most influeniially Erikson's Young Man Luther (New York 1958), though ironically his
book was published two years after Dihle's.
' This emerges from the examples I discuss in "Childhood," section IH.
'" Dihle, p. 76: this is also noted by Gill, art. ciL (above, n. 3), 471 n. 16.
" This point is extensively argued in "Roman heroes," whence the following examples are
drawn, and in Part 11 of Simon Swain's Oxford D. Phil, thesis, "Plutarch and Rome: three
studies" (1987).
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Coriolanus—or whose Hellenism was defective, like the elder Cato. This
link of the naQr\ with education is unsurprising, given Plutarch's stress on
education as the vital prerequisite for self-control: but this leads us back to
the original paradox. Plutarch stresses these nd&r) in later life, but does
very little to trace the development of a hero's self-control in the crucial
years of his youth. Admittedly, we do sometimes find something of the
kind: Coriolanus' mother stimulating his pride, for instance, or Heracles
setting Theseus alight with ambition. Nothing precluded such analysis; but
the oddity is that it is so rare, when it is precisely what the interest in the
TtdGri and their Unkage with youth and education would seem to demand.
We still need an explanation, and the attitude to the irrational does not offer
iu it instead makes the problem more pressing.
In fact it is questionable how far the Peripatetic theory of character
illuminates this question. Indeed, that theor>' would seem to encourage
treatment of character-development, with its emphasis on that development
of e'cEiq and that gradual formation of ti^tj. Aristotle himself is vers- clear
that both intellectual and moral virtues require development, though it is of
a different kind in each case (iV. E. 2. 1 103al4 ff.); and children have their
distinctive pleasures, which ever>'one likes to grow out of, and their
disuncuve values {N. E. 10. 117al-4. 1176b21-33, cf. 3. 1119b5-7). It is
Utterly appropriate that he should end Book 2 of the Nicomachean Ethics by
giving us advice on how to manage our own development, and Book 10 by
a more general treatment of education and its importance. If anything, it is
Peripatetic practice that goes the other way—the failure of Theophrastus, for
instance, to generate much interest in the background or development of
individual figures: and indeed the same goes for Aristotle himself, in his
typed sketches in .V.£. 4 and in his stray biographical comments
elsewhere.'- In fact, Aristotle and Theophrastus seem to proWde their own
version of the paradox we ha\e already noticed with Plutarch: a theor>'
which implies a considerable preoccupation with education and development,
but a curious absence of that preoccupation in practice.
But in their cases it is easier to see why; and this may give a hint for
Plutarch too. Dihle himself ver> propedy brings out what Theophrastus
and Aristode are tr>ing to do in producing such stereotyped portraits.-- They
are not suggesting that such t>pes exhaust the definition of any indiN-idual
human's personahty, but rather providing a convenient shorthand portrait of
a particular ti9ck; which an individual may show, along, doubtless, v^-ith
many other such tiDti. And those t>ped figures need not even preclude a
measure of development:''* it is simply that in such cases the development
would not be ver>' complex or interesting. Plutarch's figiires, as again Dihle
stresses, are much more individuated, even if (say'* his Nicias owes
'^ For these cf. G. L. HiL-dey. ".\risioUes Interest m Biography," GRBS 15 (1974) 203-13.
" Dihle. 71-73.
" For Theophrastus cf. Gill. art. ciu (n. 3). 469 n. 4.
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something to a Peripatetic typed 5eioi5aip.cov. His biographical insight is
so much richer than anything we can confidently ascribe to the Peripatetics,
and if he uses their categories he does so with much more discrimination and
human insight. In these more complex cases we might consequently expect
development to be more complex too, and at first sight it is still surprising
that, in this most obvious area, we seem to have no advance at all. But
something like the same explanation may still be the right one. Plutarch's
figures may be more complex, but not, perhaps, in a way which needs to
posit a particularly singular or interesting process of development.
Here we should follow a different hint of Dihle's account. So far we
have been talking only of the complexity of the varied "predispositions" of a
child: but just as important is the differing degree of complexity of traits in
the formed, adult character, a point which Dihie has made a few pages earlier
(72). Moderns love complex characters, and particularly love the
idiosyncratic, paradoxical combination of unexpected traits—in Wilamowitz'
words, "the contradictions that are found in every soul of any richness, and
whose unification alone creates a person's individuality."'^ Ancient authors
were less wedded to such quirkiness. Critics often warn us not to expect the
idiosyncratic in the characters of Greek Tragedy: the individuality of a
Clytemnestra or a Philoctetes certainly remains, but it is an individuality of
a different sort from ours.'^ The same applies to Plutarch. His characters
too are individuated, but they are what I have elsewhere called "integrated"
characters:'^ a man's qualities are brought into some sort of relation with
one another, and every trait goes closely with the next. We are unsurprised
if Antony is simple, passive, ingenuous, susceptible, soldierly, boisterous,
yet also noble and often brilliant; or the younger Cato is high-principled and
determined, rigid in his philosophy, scruffy (as philosophical beings often
are), strange but bizarrely logical in the way he treats his women, and
disablingly inflexible and insensitive in public life. These are not
stereotypes, but the different qualities cluster very naturally: Wilamowitz
would hardly speak of such combinations as "the contradictions . . . whose
unification done creates a person's individuality." Even an Alcibiades is not
^^Internationale Wochenschrift fiir Wissenschaft, Kunst md Technik 1 (1907), 1109 (=
Kleine Schriften VI [Berlin and Amsterdam 1972] 124)—a fine, provocative passage, which is
subjected to an extended critique in the concluding chapter to Characterization and Individuality
(as in n. 1, above).
'*Cf. e. g. P. E. Easterling, "Character in Sophocles." G & R 24 (1977) 121. 124 ( = E.
Segal [ed.]. Oxford Readings in Greek Tragedy [Oxford 1983] 138. 140-41); S. Goldhill,
Reading Greek Tragedy (Cambridge 1986) 174. Exactly how that residual individuality is to be
defined is a challenging question, addressed by several of the contributors to Characterization and
Individuality.
'' Cf. "Childhood," section HI, where I give an extended comparison with the more elaborate
way in which Lytton Strachey treats childhood. For similar remarks cf. R. B. Rutherford, "The
Philosophy of the Odyssey," JHS 1 06 (1 986) 1 49-50 and n. 3 1 ; for a contrary view. N. Rudd,
Lines (^Enquiry (Cambridge 1976) 160-62.
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manysided in a modem sense, any more than Homer's Odysseus: both can
be described swiftly and adequately, and even in such cases every trait really
predicts the next. One could even talk meaningfully of "a sort of person
like" Antony, or Alexander, or even Alcibiades: one might not meet that
"sort of person" very often, but at least their qualities group together so
naturally that they could conceivably recur again in the same blend in
another human being. Talk of "a sort of person like" Hamlet, or Prince
Andr6, or Hedda Gabler would seem distinctly more peculiar.
Such "integrated" characters leave distinctly less to be explained than, in
the world of the idiosyncratic, we have come to expect. Today writers have
to foreshadow or explain a considerable multiplicity of divergent traits, and
are often striving to explain why such a unique combination could possibly
have come about. With idiosyncratic characters, development is typically
problematic. For Plutarch it is much simpler. A few childhood traits,
broadly sketched, can suffice, not because the adult personality is going to
show only those traits, but because any new adult traits will naturally
complement the ones we know from childhood. The infant Cato is
determined, humourless, and intense, and it is not difficult to see how these
early traits group naturally with those which develop later, the political
inflexibility, the philosophy, the bizarre treatment of his women. Nothing
is surprising as the characterisation deepens, and nothing requires any
particularly refined explanation. It is not that his characters are "static,"'*
but their development is, for our tastes, curiously straightforward. Even in
the cases of the uneducated or ill-controlled, he can allow the points to come
out gradually throughout the Life, as he will be painting them with a very
broad brush. If we wish, we will not find it difficult to infer what their
childhood must have been like—but, however important their development
may have been, it will not have been especially differentiated, or necessarily
very arresting. Plutarch does not need to strain from the outset to extract
every ounce of understanding, as so many of his modem counterparts do.
There is so much less to understand.
Nor, finally, should we relate this "integration" to distinctively
Peripatetic thought. Aristotle's ethical theory can leave it open for a
character to show any number of distinct tiGti, in any sort of relation to one
another (though it is true that his virtuous man will not vary over so large a
range). The assumptions in fact go much deeper: this integration is an
almost universal ancient habit, and indeed one shown by many more recent
civilisations as well as the Greek. It is very much our post-Romantic
nineteenth-and twentieth-century culture which is the odd one out, with our
particular taste for the idiosyncratic and the quirky.
'* On this see the thoughtful treatment of Gill, art. cit (n. 3).
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2. Aratus and "integrated" characters
It is still possible to claim that some ancient authors integrated more fully
than others, and that Plutarch's integration was particularly thoroughgoing.
The comparison with his contemporary Suetonius already suggests as much:
Suetonius' style of presentation by categories is much better suited to
bringing out a modem style of manysidedness, and the protean complexities
of a Julius Caesar emerge more clearly from Suetonius' Life than from
Plutarch's. Suetonius' Augustus, his Claudius, even his Vespasian are
rather in the same mould. But a more telUng comparison can be drawn from
the case of Plutarch's Aratus. Polybius had commented on the man's varied
character:
He had in general all the qualities that go to make a perfect man of affairs.
He was a powerful speaker and a clear thinker and had the faculty of keeping
his own counsel. In his power of dealing suavely with political opponents,
of attaching friends to himself and forming fresh alliances he was second to
none. He also had a marvellous gift for devising coups de main,
stratagems, and ruses against the enemy, and for executing such with the
utmost personal courage and endurance .... But this very same man,
when he undertook field operations, was slow in conception, timid in
performance, and devoid of personal courage. The consequence was that he
filled the Peloponnese with trophies commemorating his defeats, and in
this respect the enemy could always get the better of him. So true it is that
there is something multiform (jioA.\)Ei5eq) in the nature not only of men's
bodies, but of their minds, so that not merely in pursuits of a different class
the same man has a talent for some and none for others, but often in the
case of such pursuits as are similar the same man may be most intelligent
and most dull, or most audacious and most cowardly. For instance some
men are most bold in facing the charge of savage beasts in the chase but are
poltroons when they meet an armed enemy ... I say this in order that my
readers may not refuse to trust my judgement, because in some cases I
make contrary pronouncements regarding the conduct of the same men even
when engaged in pursuits of a like nature.
(Polybius 4. 8. 1-9, 12, trans. Paton.)
That was a passage Plutarch knew;'' but, when he gave his own summary of
the man's character at Aral. 10, the emphasis was subtly different.^
" Some influence of Polybius on Aratus is anyway clear (especially at 38. 12 and 47-48):
cf. the commentaries of W. H. Porter (Dublin and Cork 1937), xv, xviii, and A. J. Koster
(Leiden 1937), xvi-xvii, xxvi, li-liii. But in this case we also find some odd verbal echoes,
with Polybius' vocabulary or conceits transferred to Plutarch's own summary in Aral. 10 but
exploited in slightly different contexts: iJnaiBpo?, for instance (Plb. 4. 8. 5 = Aral. 10. 4), or
eniPoXaic; (Plb. 4. 8. 5) = ETtTiPoXortaToi; (Aral. 10. 2), or ev oyei (Plb. 4. 8. 5) = oyeii;
(Aral. 10. 4), as well as the odd emphasis on npaotric; (Plb. 4. 8. 2, Aral. 10. 2) and the more
natural one on £u<p«ia (Plb. 4. 8. 7 = Aral. 10. 5) or t6X|iti (Plb. 4. 8. 3, 7 = Aral. 10. 3); the
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Aratus was a natural politician, great-spirited, more attentive to the
commonwealth than his own affairs, bitterly hating tyranny, and
developing friendships and enmities to suit the public good. For this
reason he seems to have been less consistent as a friend than generous and
merciful as an enemy: he changed his tack in both directions according to
his statesmanship, and the needs of the moment. His ambition was to
bring states together into alliances; he was eager for a union, a theatre
speaking with one voice—as eager for this as for any noble ideal. He was
lacking in confidence and pessimistic about open warfare, but the sharpest
of men when it came to guileful initiatives, or secret negotiations to bring
cities and tyrants to his side. For this reason his enterprise brought many
unexpected successes, but he also seems to have failed to gain many
possible successes because of his caution. The sight of certain wild beasts,
it seems, is acute at night but dulled in the day, with the moisture of the
eye turning dry and insubstantial as it cannot bear contact with the light:
and in just the same way there is a sort of human cleverness (Seivotiic;)
and understanding (ouveok;) which by its nature is easily permrbed in open
and public encounters, but gains courage when it comes to secret,
undercover initiatives. This sort of inconsistency is created in gifted people
by a lack of philosophical training, for they produce virtue without
knowledge as if it were a self-seeded fruit, with no cultivation . .
.
Plutarch's Aratus is more clearly guided by his state's shifting needs,
which prepares us for an underlying rationality that explains some of the
surface inconsistencies: Polybius began the chapter on that note, but put it
less sharply and pressed it less insistently. Plutarch's Aratus shows
"caution" rather than Polybius' "cowardice" in open warfare (and the point
recurs in Plutarch's later narrative, especially at 31. 2-^ and 35-36):^' that
too sits more comfortably with the initiatives he did undertake, and the
contrast becomes a more explicable one, the politician who prefers guile to
the dangers of open fighting, who shows daring in one sphere but not in a
different one. Polybius' formulation in fact captures the difference very
clearly: his Aratus shows inconsistency in, explicitly, the same sort of
pursuits; Plutarch's two spheres are more distinct. Polybius consequently
wild-beast image oi Aral. 10. 4 also recalls the hunting parallel of Plb. 4. 8. 9. D. A. RusseU
observed a similar phenomenon in Plutarch's use of Dionysius in Coriolanus, and fairly
concluded that "it is perfectly possible that, when he came to his own writing, whole stretches
of Dionysius' not very memorable prose were running in his head" (JRS 53 [1963] 22 and n. 7):
the same goes for Polybius' rather more memorable phrases here.
^ Kosler (as n. 19), xxxxiv, is enthusiastic but perhaps a little over-simple: "at nobis . . .
profitendum est, cum eademfere de Arali moribus uterque scripserit (my italics), suavitatem
quandam orationis et breviiatem nos magis delectare quam loquacitatem Polybii."
^' For the dispute cf. also 29. 7-8: but even there Plutarch notes only that others derided
Aratus' cowardice, without explicitly endorsing the criticisms. The contrast of Aral. 35. 6 and
the parallel narrative at Ag.-Cl. 25 (4). 9 is particularly suggestive. Aratus' caution is at least
explicable, probably even approved, in Aral., but derided in Cleomenes: such aspects as the
smallness of Qeomenes' force are suppressed in the Aral, version.
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directs more attention to Aratus' demeanour in covert action, stressing his
endurance (KaKO7td0eia) as well as his daring, and that sharpens the
contrast with the battlefield cowardice, which is inexplicably so different:
Plutarch concentrates more on the planning than the action, and the spheres
are again more widely separate, one much more mental, one more physical.
And the inconsistency that remains is also dealt with differendy. Polybius
regards it as an individual quirk of Aratus, and makes it a general truth of
human nature that such quirks are often found—a very unusual emphasis for
an ancient author. Plutarch rather stresses that the combination of such
traits is a regular one, that this sort of differentiated 8eiv6i;rii; is not at all
unnatural, and could easily recur. That, in the terms discussed above, is
"integration": Plutarch is stressing how regular the cluster of traits really
is. We could readily find the cluster recurring in another person, and hence
it would be natural to talk of "a sort of person like Aratus": but like
Plutarch's Aratus, not Polybius'.
The end of Plutarch's chapter confirms the relevance of childhood: "this
sort of inconsistency is created in gifted people by a lack of philosophical
training, for they produce virtue without knowledge as if it were a self-
seeded fruit, with no cultivation." The first point to notice is simply that
Plutarch can generalise in that way: "this sort of inconsistency is produced
. .
." It evidently happens all the time, and regularly for the same reasons.
Polybius' generalisation rather took the form that "any sort of inconsistency
can happen," because humans are like that: if such inconsistency is to be
explained, then different explanations will be needed in each case. Secondly,
the sort of explanation Plutarch favours turns so very naturally to childhood;
but, once again, for our tastes it is so shallow. What is there, or what is
good, comes from education: what is absent or bad comes from the lack of
it. He does not feel the need to differentiate exactly what Aratus learnt from
any particular school or tutor; indeed, it is striking that in the chapters on
Aratus' youth he said virtually nothing about education, leaving the point
for this later development. As in Marius and even Marcellus, defective
education seems important to understanding the hero: but in the early
chapters of all these Lives Plutarch does not feel the need to trace the theme
in any detail. For him, the phenomenon of this sort of 8eiv6-tri(; is so
regular, and comes about for such uniform educational reasons, just like
Marcellus' bellicosity or Marius' lack of self-control. It is so easy to work
out what the crucial education must have been like, and there is so litde that
is individual to say. There is no problem in understanding how this Aratus
became "the sort of person" he is. Had Polybius grasped the nettle of
explaining his quirkier, more irregular blend of traits, the analysis of
development would have had to be distincUy more differentiated.
That concluding su-ess on education may still seem surprisingly
intrusive and unsubtle; but it is less surprising specifically in Aratus, where
the moralism is often rather cruder and more explicit than in the Parallel
Lives (cf. e.g. 9. 7, 19. 4, 25. 7, 26. 4-5, 30. 2, 38. 5-12, 44. 6). It is
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indeed a very pedagogic Life, as the introduction makes clear: Plutarch is
providing Polycrates with a model for his own two sons to imitate (1. 5-6),
hoping that they will be inspired to emulate the virtues of their ancestor.
But first they need to sit at their books: the emphasis on education suits the
youthful audience, and indeed a similar point is made a few chapters later,
when Antigonus' pleasures are sadly lacking in A-oyio^oq, that distinctive
attribute of the rational, educated man (17. 7). Not, of course, that Plutarch
would wish the sons of Polycrates to go out and try to rebuild the Achaean
League; or assert the independence of Hellas; or even emulate Aratus'
peculiar knack for getting on with foreign kings—though the relevance of
that to the present time might, in a cruder author, seem more immediate.
But Plutarch is not so crude; and his political sense is much too acute for
the assumption of such unsophisticated parallels between past and present.
But there are still lessons of virtue and vice for history to teach to public
men.22
This peculiarly insistent moralism may prompt further suspicions
about the "integration." One effect of this form of characterisation is to
reduce Aratus to more of a type; and it is natural to wonder if the typical
nature of such a hero goes along with a certain sort of moralism, and certain
taste for the exemplary. After all, Plutarch's Aratus has a much clearer
paradigmatic relevance than Polybius': his brand of 5eiv6tti<; and ouveok;
are represented as familiar human traits, familiar enough for us to be on the
look out for them in ourselves and others, and to draw conclusions.
Polycrates' sons could indeed find, or themselves develop into, "a sort of
person like Aratus": the more regular the combination of traits, the easier it
is to extract morals, and the more generally applicable those morals will be.
It would doubtless be a mistake to assume that the search for exemplariness
is necessarily primary—that Plutarch consciously reduced a character's
singularity in order to make it more straightforward to extract his morals for
everyday life: integration came more naturally to him than so coldblooded
an analysis would suggest. But one can at least suspect that the two
tendencies reinforced one another, that integration encouraged or facilitated
the extraction of morals, and the taste for morals reinforced the assumption
of integration. And in the case of Aratus the moral can indeed be a
straightforward, protreptic one. The sons of Polycrates should try to be like
Aratus in some ways but not in others; and if they set to their education like
good boys, they may prove worthy of their ancestral model, and in some
way may even improve on him. The moral, like the character, is very
straightforward.
^ Mor. 457a ff., 814a-c clarify his view on the moral lessons which history can leach
contemporary politicians.
268 Illinois Classical Studies, XIII.2
3. Lysander
Lysander is less straightforward, both in its characterisation and in its
moralism: the character is much less clearly a type, and the extraction of
morals becomes a more delicate business. But there are similarities too, for
here again we have an "integrated" character, even if a more singular and
elaborate one; here too we have an interest in childhood and childhood
influences, but one which might seem curiously shallow; and here again
this is largely because even so complex a character is not too difficult to
understand. Plutarch was not straining all the time to penetrate a
problematic character, as a modem biographer might Other things mattered
more.
The interest in childhood influences is immediately clear, and so is the
concern to relate Lysander to the norms of Spartan behaviour:
2. 1 It is said thai Lysander's father, Aristocleitus, did not belong to the
royal family, though he was descended from the children of Heracles.
2 Lysander himself was brought up in poverty, and showed himself as
amenable as any Spartan to training in the customs of his country: he
showed too that he had a manly spirit and was indifferent to all
pleasures, except for those which honoured and successful men win by
3 their own glorious exploits—and indeed it is no disgrace for a young
Spartan to yield to these. The Spartans expect their boys from the
very first to be conscious of public opinion, to take any censure
deeply to heart as well as to exult in praise, and anyone who remains
indifferent or fails to respond to these sentiments is despised as an idle
4 clod, utterly lacking in any ambition to excel. This kind of ambition
and contentiousness ((piXotinov . . . koI (piXoviKov), then, had
been implanted in Lysander by his Spartan training, and it would be
unfair to blame his natural disposition too much in this respect. On
the other hand he seems to have displayed a gift for paying court to the
powerful such as one would not expect in a Spartan, and to have been
able to bear the arrogance of those in authority when it was necessary:
that is a quality which some people regard as an important element in
5 political shrewdness. Aristotle, when he observes that great natures,
such as those of Socrates, Plato, and Heracles, are especially prone to
melancholy, notes that Lysander also became a prey to melancholy,
not at first, but in his later years.
6 The most distinctive fact about his character, however, is that
although he himself endured poverty honourably, and was never
enslaved or even momentarily corrupted by money, he nevertheless
filled his own country not merely with riches but with the craving for
them, and he deprived Sparta of the admiration she had always enjoyed
for her indifference to wealth. This came about because he brought
immense quantities of gold and silver into Sparta after the war with
7 Athens, although he did not keep a single drachma for himself. On
another occasion, when Dionysius, the tyrant of Syracuse, sent
Lysander's daughters some luxurious Sicilian tunics, he refused them,
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saying that he was afraid they would make his daughters look uglier.
8 A little later an ambassador was sent from the same city, Sparta, to
the same ruler.^ Dionysius presented the ambassador with two dresses
and told him to choose whichever he preferred and take it back to his
daughter: the ambassador answered that she could choose better
herself, and took both dresses away with him.
(LySander 2, translated Scott-Kilvert [adapted]).
One typical feature of Plutarch's technique is his progressive redefinition of
character.^ He tends to begin by presenting traits or themes rather crudely
and bluntly, only later complementing and refining and adding the
subtleties, and a character tends to become more singular as his Life
progresses. The same technique is used here to define Lysander's relation to
the conventions of his city. At first he is not an especially singular figure:
indeed, his "ambition and contentiousness" (2. 4) are two of the most
regular traits in Plutarch's repertoire;^ and, for the moment, it is these
characteristics which
—
perhaps surprisingly, at least in the case of
"contentiousness"^^—are related to his Spartan education (2. 2-4). At this
point the explicitly unspartan qualities are only his capacity to pay court to
the powerful, and his curious attitude to money: Plutarch points the
paradox that he was impervious to greed himself, but eventually filled
Sparta with wealth, to her ultimate catastrophe. But the Life goes on to
stress how the "ambition and contentiousness"—the Spartan traits
—
gave
rise to a much wider range of unspartan behaviour, not just in paying court
to foreign potentates, but also in Lysander's deviousness, his versatility and
enterprise, his religious unscrupulousness (explicitly "unspartan" at 8. 5),
and his shrewd but bloody exploitation of party divisions in foreign states in
the interest of his own followers. Lysander understands and exploits
unspartan qualities in others, whether enterprise or greed (3, 4. 6-7, 5. 5 ff.,
13. 5 ff., 19. 4),2'' and ends as a very individual figure himself, vitally
" On the interprelalion of this passage see D. Sansone and R. Renehan, CP 76 (1981) 202-
07. Both rightly insist that Lysander must here be contrasled with a separate "ambassador." The
text had hitherto been read as if Lysander himself was the ambassador, so that Plutarch would be
contrasting his earlier and later behaviour; that would be clumsy Greek, leaving ex xfj^ avTTli;
jcoXeco^ particularly pointless, and incoherent in view of Lysander's later characterisation. I
follow Renehan in assuming that no textual alteration is necessary to support the
rcinterpretation.
^ On this technique cf. my commentary on Antony (Cambridge 1988) 12-13, 25, 42—43;
and "Childhood," section 11.
" Cf. Bucher-Isler (as n. 3). 1 1-13, 31. 41, and especially 58-59; D. A. Russell, "Plutarch,
•Alcibiades- \-\(>:' PCPS 12(1966)38.
^ Cf. below, p. 272.
^ There are times when close comparison with other sources reveals Pluurch's distinctive
emphases. For instance, in ch. 3 he affords much more space than Xenophon or Diodorus to the
seething entrepot Ephesus. a very unspartan milieu which Lysander knows how to exploit; and
at 4. 6-7 he puts more weight than his source Xenophon on the consequences of extracting the
extra obol from Cyrus—the extensive desertions from the enemy fleet, seduced by that greed
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different from the norms of his country—indeed, so unspartan that he even
tries to subvert the whole constitution (24. 3-6, cf. 30. 3-5, Sulla 40[2]).
He is contrasted with a series of foils who are much more predictable in
their Spartan ways:^* first the avaricious ambassador of 2. 8; then, more
elaborately, the conventional CalUcratidas at 5. 7-7. 1, with his simpUcity,
pride, and justice, "worthy of Sparta" as they are (7. 1); then the boorish
Callibius, who does not know how to rule free men (15. 7-8); then
Gylippus, who disgraces himself with his avarice (16-17. 1), and fits a
different but equally familiar type, the Spartan abroad who cannot resist
wealth; and finally Pausanias, with his lack of enterprise, style, or success.
In several ways, then, Plutarch gradually brings out the singular and
paradoxical features of Lysander's character; it is central to his point to bring
out how Mn stereotyped a Spartan this is, how he belies the normal
expectations which are pointed by those stereotyped foils; and he ends as
much less Spartan than that introduction at ch. 2 would suggest. And yet
his traits still cluster very naturally, the resourcefulness, the capacity to
exploit others, the deviousness, the unscrupulousness, and the bloodiness;
and we can see how readily all these traits complement those which were
introduced in the first chapter. The crucial ambition, (piXoti|j,ia, remains,
and he duly rejoices in the honours (Tinai) he is paid at 18. 4-19. 1; but
that ambition comes to go closely with a rising contempt for others (at 19.
1 Plutarch explicitly connects the two qualities). This megalomaniac
arrogance becomes a disabling weakness, especially at 22. 1-5; and—when
it is crossed—it develops into the eventual melancholic wrathfulness which
that early chapter had foreshadowed (2. 5, cf. 28. 1). The melancholia,
wrath, and megalomania might have come as more of a surprise if the
(piXoTinia had not served as a linking theme: that, surely, is why he is at
such pains to reintroduce the theme of the ambition in ch. 18, just before
the contempt and wrath become so important to the narrative. With that
firmly in our minds, nothing now seems too difficult or idiosyncratic; and
we again see how even an unstereotyped, singular figure shows traits which
cluster in a very "integrated," unmodem way, and how Plutarch carefully
controls his narrative in order to make the grouping more natural.^'
which Lysander so shrewdly knows how to generate. But only a very full commenury could
pursue such points through the whole Life. Some of the necessary material, but little of the
interpretation, is furnished in J. Smits' largely linguistic commentary (Amsterdam 1939).
^ On this technique in Lysander cf. D. A. Russell, "On reading Plutarch's Lives," G &R \i
(1966) 152-54.
^ It is interesting here to note a slightly different emphasis in the Synkrisis (Sulla 40 [2]. 6),
where Lysander is said to commit his outrages "on behalf of his friends," to secure their power
in the allied slates. One can see how that interpretation could fit the facts as the Lysander
narrative presents them: but it was not the tenor of the Life itself, where Lysander rather installs
his friends in power in the ruthless interest of his own, and Sparta's, power. The narrative
emphasis sits better with Lysander's other traits, whereas that of the Synkrisis would have left
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Whether we quite have the psychological understanding we expect from
a modem author is a different point. How far do we really grasp what turns
Lysander into so individual a Spartan? It would be wrong, surely, to think
that Plutarch traces much development in his character, except for that late
growth of arrogance and melancholia. Ch. 2 certainly links the "ambition
and contentiousness" to his education, and so posits a process of
development in his youth; but we do not see that development in any depth,
and thereafter Lysander does not really change from a Spartan into an
unspartan, nor do we see how those initial Spartan traits change into
counterparts which are less traditional and more subversive (interesting
though such a portrayal might have been). After that general introduction in
ch. 2, Lysander is fairly unspartan from the moment we see him, and the
conventional Callicratidas is his foil as early as 5. 7-7. 6. This is not
development, though this is equally a more unconventional figure than the
introduction had led us to expect: it is rather the same technique of
progressive redefinition, the use of an initial description which is
deliberately inadequate and then gradually refined. And yet the only
explanations of his character are given precisely in that initial description,
where we are given only the faintest suggestions of the character we are later
to see.
Even the attitude to wealth, explicitly marked at 2. 6-8 as an individual
and unspartan trait, is explained rather disappointingly. It simply seems to
be related to the poverty of his family background (a view which was clearly
controversial, and one which Plutarch can only support by straining the
slight evidence he had).^° But that penury, as Plutarch presents it, only
explains Lysander's capacity to do without wealth himself: it does not help
us to understand why he developed so shrewd an ability to exploit the
avarice of others, or why he so catastrophically kept sending wealth back
home to Sparta. Given Plutarch's capacity for imaginative reconstruction,
he might so easily have built a picture of Lysander's first reaction to seeing
foreign luxury, a mixture perhaps of inner contempt and ruthless
determination to exploit it for Sparta's interests.^' Plutarch could even have
gone further: had he wanted to prefigure Lysander's later insensitivity, he
his character less "integrated"; ironically, the Synkrisis point is closer to the treatment afforded
AgesUaus in his Life, where susceptibility to friends is an important theme. So too Lysander's
AaKtoviicf) 8iaita is more stressed in the Synkrisis (JSulla 41[3]. 2) than in the narrative: in
the narrative we might have inferred it from his attitude to wealth, but too insistent a stress
would have sat uneasily with the emphasis on his style in courting wealthy luxurious
potentates, so different from that of a Callicratidas (5. 5-7. 1).
'"For the controversy cf. e. g. 18. 3, Athen. 12. 543b, Nep. Lys. 4. Plutarch's presentation
may be influenced by the comparison with the poor but noble SuUa, as Dr. O. D. Watkins has
suggested to me.
'' Twentieth-century treatments of Russian moles in the British establishment offer
suggestive parallels.
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might have linked the contempt for wealth with a failure to grasp what it
would really mean for Sparta; had he preferred to stress the self-seeking, he
might rather have suggested a shrewd perception of exactly what wealth
might mean, and of the possibilities of power it might leave for a person
who remained impervious to its charms. Yet this style of reconstruction
was not what he was here interested in, though other Lives suggest that it
was well within his range: this peculiarly rich Life already had enough
paradoxes and contrasts to satisfy his taste.
And what tasty paradoxes and contrasts were these? A further oddity of
ch. 2 gives one clue. It might be natural enough to regard "ambition" or
"love of honour," <piXoTi|x{a, as a product of the Spartan educational
training; "contentiousness" certainly clusters closely with "ambition," but is
a less expected Spartan trait. The beginning of Agesilaus is suggestive
here, for the qualities Agesilaus inherits from the Spartan dyoyfri are there
his "common touch and kindliness of manner" (I. 5), while his
contentiousness is made a more individual feature (2. 1): that too is not a
wholly cogent treatment ("kindliness of manner," to (piA^vGpconov, does
not really convince as a Spartan trait), but it certainly suggests a rather
different view of the dyoyyTi from that of Lysander. Perhaps the reason is
that in Lysander it will indeed be important to find these traits of ambition
and contentiousness recurring in other Spartans, especially in Agesilaus
himself, men who had presumably suffered the same training. What is
more, this will contribute decisively to Lysander's final reverses: for,
singular though Lysander may be, it is a peculiar irony that he is finally
destroyed when he encounters the same traits in others. His capacity to
court (Gepajtetieiv) foreign dynasts was always a strength, as 2. 4 stressed
and as was immediately clear in his dealings with Cyrus (4. 1-6): but,
when he returns to Asia Minor at 19. 1-2, he himself comes to play the
dynast, and it is those who pay court to him (o'l GepaneiJovTeq, 19. 2) who
inflame his ambition and his contempt. That is just the point where the
reversals in his fortune begin to become important, and Plutarch stresses the
distaste he aroused among conventional Spartans (19. 3, 19. 7 ff., though
cf. already 14. 3).^^ Then these same GEpaneuovxeg are instrumental in
provoking the discord between Lysander and Agesilaus, when Agesilaus is
so irritated that no court is paid to him; Lysander himself has eventually to
advise them to go and Gepajteueiv Agesilaus instead (23. 5-11). Here of
course it is Agesilaus' own (piXoTinIa and contentiousness which is at play
(cf. 23. 3); Lysander cannot control his own (piA,o-ci|iia in response (23. 7);
but by now, clearly, he is meeting his match. He similarly is outdone in
deviousness by Phamabazus (20: cf. especially 20. 2, np6(; KpfiTa 8' dpa
'^The placing of the digressions on Spartan wealth, 17, and the skutale, 19. 8-12, is thought-
provoking. The length of both may seem clumsy, but both in different ways stress elements of
distinctive Spartan Iradition: and it is precisely now that Lysander's unconventional traits are
leaving him dangerously at odds with traditional Spartan !
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Kpr|-c{^cov, and 20. 5, "ouk dp' 'C)8\)oaeiji; eoxiv al^uXcx; \i6voq"); and
ephors and kings are showing themselves able to meddle in local party
politics as well (21. 2-7). Lysander was unspartan enough; but, when he
sets the tone, others can readily follow, and combine to generate his
catastrophe. He duly dies, in battle: and in that battle a crucial role is
played by 300 Thebans who had been accused of Laconising and were eager
to prove their loyalty (28. 12). The local feudings which Lysander had
always exploited so deftly come to play a strange role at the end.
The reversals combine to generate a peripeteia of peculiar neatness. It
is indeed highly reminiscent of tragedy, where so often a figure's peculiar
characteristics or strengths unleash forces which eventually destroy him,
frequently with a chilling symmetry: one thinks of Oedipus, or
Clytemnestra, or Ajax, or Hippolytus, or the Creon of AntigoneP It is no
surprise, indeed, to find a fitting dominance of tragic imagery in the closing
chapters of the Life. With Agesilaus in Asia, for instance, it is "like a
tragedy," with Lysander as a chief actor playing a subordinate social role
(23. 6); when Lysander begins his plot to subvert the constitution, he is
coonep Ev TpaYcp5ia |iTixavTiv al'pcov enl loxx; noXnaq (25. 2), adducing
for his case a series of prophecies and oracles—themselves of course the
stuff of tragedy; and finally "Lysander's part in the drama came to an end
through the cowardice of one of his actors and accomplices" (26. 6), men
who had earlier been described as his "fellow actors in the dramatic plot"
(zov fi-oGou ovvaycovioTai, 26. 2).^'' After that, what more suitable
setting for Lysander's death could there be than the birthplace of Dionysus,
the god of tragedy himself (28. 7)? For indeed, as often in tragedy, we are
surely aware of numinous powers at play as he meets his death, and that is
particularly appropriate for one who had so often taken the names of the
gods in vain: it is not, for instance, a casual coincidence that his death
miraculously and paradoxically proves -some ancient oracles true (29. 5-12).
One final irony is that Lysander, for all his deviousness and megalomania,
has usually promoted Sparta's interest with some sureness of touch: many
for instance had been eager to see his return to Asia, rather than more of the
virtuous Callicratidas (5. 7-8, 7. 2). Even as the rift with his country
grows deeper, he is still alert to performing what service he can (23. 13); it
is his domestic enemies whose meddling comes to endanger the city (21.2-
7). The charge was laid against Pausanias that he had taken the Athenian
people when they were bridled by an oligarchy, and loosed them for further
violence and arrogance: that increased Lysander's reputation as a man who
had ruled in a powerful and individual style, but not to gratify others nor
^^ For the influence of tragedy on Plutarch see now J. M. Mossman, "Tragedy and Epic in
Plutarch's Alexander" JHS 108 (1988) 83-93.
^ Cf. Smits (as n. 27) ad loc. avvaYcovioTTi^ can itself be used more generally (cf. LSJ s.v.
and Wyttenbach's index), but hardly with Toti (luSou, or in this context of extended theatrical
imagery.
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theatrically (ouSe QeaipiKSx;), but in pursuit of Sparta's interests" (21. 7).
Clearly, Lysander is not the only actor in this drama, nor is it only his
tragedy. Tom by discord and corrupted by wealth, Sparta is a victim too.
This is a very fine and tightly structured Life, and its moralism is
thought-provoking and profound. But few of its themes really depend on
understanding Lysander's psychology, and one can see why Plutarch did not
make this his priority. What is more, this is a different moralism from that
ofAratus, and one which combines with an "integrated" character in a rather
different way. Polycrates' children might be able to draw simple morals
from Aratus' history for their own experience; but none of Plutarch's
audience were likely to find themselves in any remotely similar
circumstances to Lysander's, or feel tempted to behave in any remotely
similar way. True, none would feel tempted to go and assert Greece's
independence in the style of Aratus or Philopoemen either, but in those
cases latter-day analogies could be found, and Polycrates' sons could still feel
inspired to behave with circumspect worthiness of their Greek past. In the
case oi Lysander it is hard to see what even these latter-day analogies would
be: after all, no reader would find his temperament chafing against Spartan
discipline in any remotely parallel style, nor be tempted to turn himself into
any equivalent of a melancholic or megalomaniac dynast. The moralism in
such a case is of a different sort, rather closer to that of tragedy: this is a
more descriptive moralism, pointing a truth of human experience rather than
building a model for crude imitation or avoidance. Human nature can
produce a figure like Lysander, even or especially in a city like Sparta; and
figures like that tend to generate their own destruction, in tragically
appropriate ways. For an audience brought up on "integrated" characters, the
more tightly Lysander's traits would cluster, the more convincing they
might find him: to that extent, the integration of his characterisation once
again reinforces the moralism, though not in the sense that Plutarch's
audience might really fear growing into Lysanders themselves, or finding
one in other people. Indeed, Plutarch's readers might not find themselves
behaving very differently at all after understanding Lysander's story. But
they would find their grasp of the human experience enhanced: and, if a
moralist could achieve that, he was achieving something very worthwhile.
University College, 0:^ord
The Proems of Plutarch's Lives
PHILIP A. STADTER
According to the proverb, "Well begun is half done." Plutarch certainly
accepted this principle, for he lavished special care on the openings of his
Parallel Lives. In this he was not unusual. Ever since Homer, artists had
taken pains with the beginnings of their works. When rhetorical theory
became the principal means of discussing literary organization, detailed rules
were established governing the proper treatment of formal beginnings, or
proems (7tpoo{|iia, Latin exordia). Other prose writers
—
philosophers,
historians, technical writers—borrowed and adapted these theories for their
own works. No writer, however, excels Plutarch in the variety, charm, and
technical skill of his proems.
The very number of the proems in the Parallel Lives^—more than
twenty—makes them a proper subject for study for anyone interested in the
form of ancient prose or its use of rhetorical principles. But they are of
more than formal interest, since they also reveal the expectations and
assumptions of Plutarch and his readers. In them Plutarch expresses his
motivations and purposes, and several contain major statements on method.
In addition, since proems are especially directed at gaining the interest of the
reader, they impUcitly reveal the nature of his audience: their social status,
leisure activities, and intellectual interests. The proems to the Lives do not
follow the model of other biographical proems, or of historical proems,
although there are similarities of topic. In their variety and techniques they
often remind one, as might be expected, of the essays of the Moralia. This
study, after a summary account of earlier biograpical proems, will explore
the principal themes and techniques which Plutarch employs in the proems
to the Parallel Lives, their relation to rhetorical theory, and some of the
features which distinguish them from those of other writers.
The appendix contains a brief discussion of the proems to the Aratus, Artaxerxes, and Galba
(the Otho does not have one, being part of the same work as the Galba), which are not part of the
Parallel Lives.
276 Illinois Classical Studies, XIII.2
There are twenty-two extant pairs of lives: of these thirteen have
formal proems.^ The others may be said to use "informal" or integrated
proems.^ The formal proems can be distinguished by the asyndeton which
begins the body of the life; on a few occasions this is replaced by a logical
particle." Informal proems are not separated in this way: the body of the
life begins with 5e (6'ouv at Sol. 2. 1). References to the dedicatee of the
Lives, Sosius Senecio, occur only in the formal proems, and the first person
is regularly used only in them.^ Finally, the formal proems, with only two
exceptions, carefully name the two persons who will be subjects of the pair
of lives and end with a justification for the decision to compare these two
lives.* Informal proems are based on the standard opening topics of a
biography: family, education, or physical appearance. The formal proems,
instead, avoid these topics and explore a variety of topics suggested by the
lives, and especially the purpose and method of Plutarch's work. The
informal proems may be recognized as serving a proemial function by their
use of techniques common to historical proems, especially a display of
sources, as will be seen. Their role as proems is confirmed by the fact that
similar passages do not usually appear in the second life of a pair.
The proems and the concluding comparisons (otiYKpioEiq) mark the pair
of lives as Plutarch's unit of composition, a book. Plutarch himself
frequently refers to a pair as a separate unit.'' The length of this book was
extremely flexible. The shortest, Sertorius-Eumenes, runs 46 Teubner
pages, the longest, Alexander-Caesar, 186, four times as much, with the
^ In the order of the Teubner edition, Thes.-Rom., Cim.-Luc., Per. -Fab., Nic.-Cras., Dem.-
Cic, Phoc.-CalMin., Dio-Brut., Aem.-Tim., Serl.-Eum., Pel. -Marc. Alex.-Caes., Dem.-Anl.,
and AgCl.-Grac.
' That is, Sol.-Publ.. Them.-Cam., Arisl.-CalMaj., Cor.-Ale, Philop.-Flam., Pyr.-Mar., Lye-
Num., Lys.-Sul., and Ages.-Pomp. The Ages-Pomp, has perhaps the weakest claim to having
even an informal proem, but the treatment of Agesilaus' early life seems to fulfill that purpose.
See below. Informal prefaces in Plutarch should be distinguished from the concealed preface or
insinualio (cf. Lausberg [cited n. 12], pp.l5a-51, #263-65; 160-61, #280-81, which is
normally used when there is reason to think that the audience wtU resist a regular proem. Lucian
seems to refer to something like this when, in reference to Xenophon's Anabasis, he speaks of
5\)vdnEi xiva 7tpoo{p.ia (How to Write History 23).
" /'er.3. 1 (Yotp), Phoc. 4. 1 (jiev o^v), Demetr. 2. 1 (xoivvv), Nic. 2. 1 (ovv).
^ The first person is found in informal proems only at Lye. 1. 7 (nEipacjoneBa) and Arist. 1.
3 (Ka6' fmaq).
* The Nicias neither names Crassus nor justifies the selection of the pair, the Alexander omits
the justification. Plutarch may speak of choosing one or the other life first, and then seeking a
companion. The Roman life was chosen first in Thes.-Rom., Cim.-Luc., Serl.-Eum., AgCL-
Grac. No precedence is indicated for Per. -Fab., Dem.-Cic, Aem.-Tim., Demetr.-Ant., Phoc.-Cat.
(although Cato is introduced two chapters later than Phocion), Pel.-Marc, or Dio-Brut.
'' Cf. Dem. 3. 1, Per. 2. 5, Dio 2. 1. It is thus a mistake to shift the order of lives in a pair,
or to move the proem from one life to another, as was done by the Aldine edition, still followed
in the Bude edition. Ephorus' use of proems to the books of his history are the first indication
of a clear awareness of book-length units in a larger work. The histories of Herodotus and
Thucydides and the Republic of Plato do not seem to have been divided by the author into book-
length units.
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average being about 97 pages.^ The extraordinary length of the Alexander-
Caesar perhaps explains the loss of the beginning of the Caesar, the book
would have been divided into two rolls, making the beginning of the second
life vulnerable. Most of the pairs which can be identified as written early
run below the average: the only exception is Lysander-Sulla at 100 pages.
The three longest pairs, averaging 165 pages, were all written late.' It is
noteworthy that the Roman lives of these pairs are all drawn from the Civil
War period, and average 90 pages in length.
It is clear from the proems that each book had a title, with the name of
the author, since Plutarch did not indicate in the informal proems the second
of the lives to be treated, and even neglects to mention Crassus in the
formal preface of the Nicias. As has been pointed out by Pelling,'° the two
hves should be read as a unit, in which the first life may establish themes or
questions which are developed or resolved in the second. The body of the
formal proems, as opposed to the indication and justification of the selection
of heroes, may not relate to both lives, but only one: e.g., the first life in
the Nicias, the second in the Cimon.
Before analyzing the proems of the Parallel Lives, it is useful to review
the best preserved proems of pre-Plutarchean biography, in order to
distinguish more precisely the achievement of Plutarch.
In the first half of the fourth century B.C. biography came into
existence as a genre separate from both history and oratory. While much
influenced by oral encomia, it shaped its own objectives in an intermediate
ground between the epideictic oration of praise or blame and the historical
narrative of men and events.'
'
The earliest biographies, Xenophon's Agesilaus and Isocrates' Evagoras,
reflect two opposing conceptions of the role of a proem, although both
consider their work an enaivo^, or encomium. Isocrates opens his
Evagoras with an elaborate proem (1-1 1) on the importance of fame to great
men and the difficulties of writing a suitable encomium in prose. The first
period draws an extended contrast between the honors which Nicocles has
performed for his father and the still more valuable gift of praise of the dead
king's life and of the dangers he underwent. A proper account would make
Evagoras' arete immortal. The second point is the value of encomia for
contemporaries as encouragement to great action. Such emulation, Isocrates
writes, is currently discouraged by the comparison with heroes of the past
and by the envy of contemporaries: this deadening situation should be
broken by those willing to change the world for the better. Isocrates is
' These are rough counts, based on the latest Teubner edition. A more accurate count would
use the TLG data base to calculate the length of each life.
' Alex.-Caes., 186 pp.; Ages. -Pomp. 156.5 pp.; Demelr.-Anl., 152 pp.
^° C.B.R.Pelling, "Synkrisis in Plutarch's Lives," in Miscellanea Plutarchea (Ferrara 1986)
83-96.
" On the emergence of biography in the fourth century, see especially A. MomigUano, The
Development ofGreek Biography (Cambridge, Mass. 1971).
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willing to be such a pathbreaker. Although the resources of poetry for an
encomium in many ways are superior to those of prose, he will dare to be
the first to attempt an essay of this nature.
As a student of Gorgias and for many years the leading teacher of
rhetoric in Greece, Isocrates employs a number of standard techniques
developed by orators and teachers of rhetoric and later codified in written
handbooks, from Aristotle and Anaximenes of Lampsacus to Cicero and the
rhetoricians of the empire. These rules were meant especially for judicial
speeches, but were transferred, with such modifications as were necessary, to
other kinds of prose works. Isocrates himself was a major participant in
this phenomenon, since he regularly presented his works, including the
Evagoras, as speeches, even when they were clearly intended for a reading
public. With regard to the proem or opening section of a speech, the
rhetoricians established that it must accomplish three goals: 1) render the
judge or juror interested in the speech, 2) create in him a sense of goodwill
toward the speaker, and 3) make him willing to learn from the speech. To
use the later Latin terms, the proem should render the audience attentus,
benevolus, and docilisP This formula did not fit all speeches equally well,
and Aristotle, for example, noted that particular emphases were necessary for
an epideictic address as opposed to a judicial one. Even less did it apply to
other prose forms, although the influence of rhetorical theory, because of its
central role in the educational system, was omnipresent.^^
In the Evagoras, Isocrates arouses the interest of his reader, the dead
king's son Nicocles. He speaks feelingly of the son's piety toward his
father and the father's desire for praise. At the same time he stresses the
newness of the attempt at prose epainos. The same statements also invite
goodwill, since Nicocles will naturally be well-disposed toward someone
praising his father, and understanding is to be expected for a speaker
attempting a new and difficult task. The emphasis on Isocrates' own
decision to write, the risks he is taking, and his expectation of a noble
'^ The theory of proems is effectively presented, with many references to literary works, by
H. Lausberg, Handbuch der lilerarischen Rhetoril(? (Miinchen 1960) I, 150-63. See also R.
Volkmann, Die Rhetorik der Griechen und Romer in syslemalischer Ubersicht^ dSSS, repr.
1963) 127 ff., and J. Martin. Antike Rhetorik (Munchen 1974) 64 ff. For Utin prefaces, see T.
Janson, Lalin Prose Prefaces (Stockholm 1964), E. Hericommer, Die Topoi in den Proomien der
romischen Geschichtswerke (Stuttgart 1968), and M. Ruch, Le preambule dans les oeuvres
philosophiques de Ciciron (Paris 1958). For a discussion of particular features in Latin prxjems,
see M. Erren, Einfiihrung in die romische Kunstprosa (Dannstadt 1983) 60-62. 66-89. I have
not seen R. Bohme, Das Proomium (Buhl 1937).
" Lucian, for example, when discussing the writing of history, notes that a historical proem
need not work for the goodwill of the reader, since that is presumed. The historian will
concentrate on arousing the attention of the reader, indicating the greatness, the necessity, the
relevance, or the usefulness of the subject, and encourage his grasp of the material by a
presentation of causes and a summary of major points {How to Write History, 53). Cf. G.
Avenarius, Lukian's Schrifl zur Geschichtsschreibung (Meisenheim/Glan 1956) 113-18; H.
Homeyer, Lukian, Wie man Geschichte schreiben soil (Miinchen 1965) 269-71.
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accomplishment, involve the speaker with his subject and with his audience,
while making an implied comparison with Evagoras' own benefactions.
The use of comparisons and elaborate periods is appropriate to an epideictic
proem, as later formulated in rhetorical treatises. There is little connection
with the proems of Herodotus and Thucydides, with their emphasis on
methods of handling sources and on accuracy, although Isocrates does note
that the truth of an encomium of a contemporary is assured because the
auditors are well-informed (5), a familiar, if illogical, topos.
Xenophon, instead, employs a very short four-line proem, simply
stating that while it is difficult to write a eulogy in praise of a great man, it
must be attempted, since it is not right for a man to lack praise for the sole
reason that he was outstanding. He avoids both the historical topoi of
method and accuracy and the rhetorical claims for attention and good will,
although the simple statement of Agesilaus' greatness does serve to arouse
the attention of the reader, and may be paralleled with the historians' claim
for the greatness of their subject.''' The notion of inadequacy to the topic,
however, is itself a rhetorical topos, especially suitable to speeches of
praise, and is found, for example, in Thucydides' Funeral Oration. Despite
the presence of these topoi, Xenophon appears to reject Isocrates' conscious
rhetorical development of proemial themes.'^
After Isocrates and Xenophon, the paucity of extant biographies forces a
leap to the first century B.C.'^ The proem to the Life of Augustus Caesar
by Nicolaus of Damascus exists only in fragments found in the Excerpta de
virtutibus {FGrHist 90 F 125-26), so that its overall effect cannot be
known. Like Xenophon (although at greater length), he notes that the
virtues of his subject have made his task more difficult. In narrating
Augustus' deeds he will make it possible for all to know the truth. A new
'* Many of the topoi of historical proems are already found in Herodoms and Thucydides, who
employ a formal introduction giving the title and author, justifying the present work, and
indicating the method to be used—an updating of the topos of authority, replacing the Muse of
epic with their investigation of differing accounts. Thucydides especially stresses the importance
of his subject, in that his war is greater than any previous war. Later historians developed
further the topoi of the use of sources and the importance of their subject and, under the influence
of rhetorical theory and a changing notion of the function of history, introduced general
discussions on the value and pleasure of history. Historical proems have attracted much
discussion: among recent authors note D. Fehling, "Zur Funktion und Formgeschichte des
Proomiums in der alteren griechischen Prosa" Acoptifia: Hans Diller zum 70. Geburtslag.
Dauer und Uberleben des antiken Geisles (Athens 1975) 61-75, Donald Earl, "Prologue-form in
Ancient Historiography," ANRW I. 2 (1972) 842-56, H. Erbse, "Ober das Prooimion (1-23) des
Thukydides," RhMus 113 (1970) 43-69, A. D. Leeman, "Structure and Meaning in the
Prologues of Tacitus," YCS 23 (1973) 169-208, P. A. Stadter, "Arrian's Extended Preface," ICS
6(1981)157-71.
" This is not to take a stand on the relative priority of the two works. There is no external
evidence, and the internal evidence cannot be considered probative in either direction. They were
in any case written within a short time of each other.
'* The biography of Euripides by Satyrus, the only Hellenistic biographer of which sizeable
fragments are preserved, does not include material from the proem.
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feature is the divisio, which sets out the sections of the first part of the
work, those particularly suited for a biography: origin {genos), nature
(physis), parents, and rearing and education (trophe and paideusis). The
fundamental theme seems to be the greatness of Augustus, which Nicolaus
will attempt to present in the life. The list of benefactions and conquests
both arouses interest in the reader and renders him docilis by giving a
foretaste of the contents of the life. In the extant fragments, there is no
special justification of the author's competence or of his method.
Unfortunately, such comments if they existed would not have interested the
excerptor.
The Lives of outstanding generals by Cornelius Nepos represents a
change of method from earlier extant biographies, offering a collection of
short lives rather than an isolated study of one person. Nepos precedes his
collection with a formal proem, leaving the individual lives either without
introduction or with a very short statement of the moral interest of the life."
The proem, addressed to Atticus, attempts to justify hoc genus scripturae,
arguing that it is useful to study great men of other nations, even though
their customs and habits are often alien to Roman ways and expectations.
As such it is an attempt to win the goodwill of the reader, who otherwise
might be inclined to reject the book as un-Roman and useless for his own
growth or recreation. Since Atticus himself was a philhellene, and would
hardly have been scandalized, e.g., by the philosophical interests of
Epaminondas, and since in general the educated Roman of this period was
quite cosmopolitan, the problem could not be a real one. Nepos evidently is
both employing a traditional topos of Roman self-sufficiency, similar to
those employed by Cicero in his speeches and treatises, and at the same time
suggesting the interest of these lives, that they record "exotic" customs.
Nepos mentions his haste to complete his task, but is silent on questions of
method, sources, or accuracy. The reader is expected to be interested because
of what can be learned from these lives.
Since the beginning of the Divus Julius has been lost, it is uncertain
whether Suetonius prefixed a proem to his Lives of the Caesars. The
individual lives do not have proems, nor do those of the lives of the poets or
other fragments. They represent a collection, like that of Nepos, but the
lives are more tightly bound together both chronologically and thematically
by the restriction of subject to the twelve Caesars from Julius to Domitian.
The Agricola, instead, opens with a powerful proem (1-3), in which
Tacitus explores the implications for his own time of the act of recording
the lives of distinguished men.'* Unlike Nepos or Suetonius, Tacitus does
^"^Epaminondas 1. 1-4 is an exception, a longer statement excusing the subjects'
"inappropriate" interests in music and philosophy. The lives with no introductory sutement are
Mihiades, C'unon, Conon, Dion, and Datames.
'* On the proem to the Agricola, see the sensitive analysis by A. D. Leeman in "Structure
and Meaning in the Prologues of Tacitus," YCS 23 (1973) 169-208 at pp. 199-208. Cf. also K.
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not see himself as chronicling the past, but as making a statement for his
own time through a presentation of one man's life. The proem's most
impressive feature is the denunciation of the repression under Domitian and
the sense of disgust for the subservience of the ruling class, including
Tacitus himself. Rhetorically, this is the appeal for the reader's goodwill ab
adiunctis, that is, from the circumstances of writing. But because of its
stress on the new opportunity to write, the denunciation also powerfully
arouses the reader to expect in this work something long desired but
previously unavailable. At the same time, Tacitus includes a number of
elements applicable to biography in general. He begins with a succinct
definition of the genre: darorum virorumfacta moresque posteris tradereP
But his own experience has made him aware that remembering greatness is
not simply a question of convincing others that these men are worthy of
praise, or a presentation of exempla to imitate, but a statement of values in
a world which may oppose or despise them, an act of freedom dangerous to a
tyrant, impossible for a slave. The traditional purposes of biography, praise
of virtue and invitation to emulation, in Tacitus' proem are radically
politicized. Throughout there is the implication that Agricola is indeed
worthy of this honor, and at the end Tacitus employs the topos of an
apology for his lack of skill in presentation. Tacitus closes the proem with
a union of typical items and his own distinctive viewpoint, combining the
naming of his subject, the explanation of his relation to him, and his
particular reason for writing with an ironic awareness of the audience: hie
interim liber honori Agricolae soceri mei destinatus, professione pietatis aut
laudatus erit aut excusatus.
Since it contains so many features found in Plutarch, another proem to
an individual life should be considered, even though it was written a century
after Plutarch's Lives. The proem which introduces Philostratus' Life of
Apollonius of Tyana (1. 1-3) is perhaps the most elaborate preface to any
ancient biography, befitting the extraordinary length of the life itself. After
beginning with a digression on Pythagoras of Samos and his special relation
to the gods,^'' Philostratus turns to the similar practices of his subject,
Biichner, "Das Proomium zum Agricola des Tacitus," WS 69 (1956) 325-43 = Sludien zur
romischen Literatw IV (Wiesbaden 1964) 23-42, L. Schmiidderich, "Das Proomium zu Tacitus'
'Agricola,'" Die Altsprachliche Unlerrichl 8, Heft 5 (1965) 31-37, and R. M. OgUvie and I.
Richmond, Cornelii Tacili de Vila Agricolae (Oxford 1967) 125-40.
" The phrase is borrowed from Cato's Origenes: cf OgQvie-Richmond ad loc.
^ The introductory digression on Pythagoras is especially striking as a technique to arouse
the reader's interest before introducing the actual subject of the life. Although apparently off the
point, the transition to Apollonius is made smoothly. For parallels, see the very brief statement
on the treatment of thieves and moneylenders at the beginning of Cato's De agricullura, or the
account of Cicero's philosophical writings in De divinatione 11, which seem more closely tied to
the subjert than the more elaborate excursus which introduces Sallust's Catiline.
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Apollonius. He refers to Apollonius' many outstanding qualities, but notes
that he has also been slandered as a magos, and defends him from that
charge. Philostratus, in writing his biography, will not condone ignorance
such as that shown by these attacks, but "be most precise (e^aKpiPcooai)
both as to the times when Apollonius did or said something and to the
habits of 'wisdom' by which he came to be considered Sai^ovioq and Geioi;."
This statement on accuracy introduces a treatment of sources, which he
asserts have been collected from many cities and temples, from the accounts
of others and from Apollonius' own letters. A catalogue of sources follows
this general statement. Philostratus has used the account of Damis of
Nineveh, who studied with Apollonius and later wrote of his travels,
opinions, discourses, and prophecies, the book of Maximus of Aegae on
Apollonius' stay in Aegae, and the testament of Apollonius himself. He
scorns as worthless the four books written by Moeragenes. The empress
Julia Domna had provided the specific occasion for the biography, when she
asked Philostratus to recast in a more elegant narrative {ana-jyzkia) the
memoirs of Damis, which although most interesting, had not been
skillfully told. Philostratus complied, and by adding new sources created a
new biography as an honor for the sage and to instruct lovers of learning.
Philostratus' use of rhetorical structures and techniques is obvious. The
proem arouses the interest of the reader by comparing Apollonius favorably
with Pythagoras and indicating Apollonius' wondrous practices and
prophecies. By refuting the charges that Apollonius was a magos, the
preface invites the reader's goodwill toward him, while the allusions to the
patronage of Julia Domna, to the excellences of the sources used, and to the
author's care with style create a good disposition toward the work itself.
Finally, the hints as to Apollonius' life and activities prepare the reader to
learn more about him. Note especially that Philostratus has integrated the
historians' treaunent of sources and accuracy into the captatio benevolentiae.
According to rhetorical theory, the use of such material ab adiunctis, that is,
from matters indirectly related to the topic, was especially suitable for
epideictic rhetoric, a category which could include both history and
biography.2'
^' A variation of the same technique can be seen in the geographical excursus which introduce
books n, in, and V of the life. On this use of the excursus and other features of a literary
proem, see Erren, Einfiihrung, 66-84.
The introduction to Philostratus' Lives of the Sophists appeals more simply and directly to
its dedicatee, the future emperor Gordian, expecting his interest because of Gordian's relationship
to Herodes Atticus and their previous conversations on the orators. Nevertheless the author
reinforces that interest by noting that he has not given a detailed treatment, but only presented
the features most important to understand the subjects' virtues and vices, successes and failures.
Its purpose is to lighten the worries of a busy man, not to overwhelm him with factual detail.
The avoidance of many standard features suggests that the work may not be biography at all: cf.
C. P. Jones, in G. W. Bowersock, Approaches to the Second Sophistic (University Park, PA
1974) 11-12. On the dedication, see I. Avotins, "The Date and Recipient of the Vilae
Sophistarum of PhUostratus," Hermes 106 (1978) 242-47.
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This brief review of biographical proems reveals both similarities and
differences in emphasis. The biographical proem often emphasizes praise of
the subject, a theme also found in historical prefaces, although rarely as a
major item.22 The importance of praise, however, does not hold true of all
biography: there is a radical difference between the biography of a single
person (Agesilaus, Evagoras, Augustus, Agricola, ApoUonius) and a set of
biographies (Nepos, Suetonius, Philostratus' Lives of the Sophists). The
major emphasis in the latter is not praise (although that may be a
component) but the variety of persons and ways of life treated, and the
pleasure to be drawn from learning about them. Philostratus is unusual in
referring specifically to his sources in the proem to the ApoUonius,
presumably because diis too was an account of the past, not a contemporary
encomium, as are the other individual lives.^^ All employ proems which
attempt to interest the reader in the work at hand.
When Plutarch's proems are considered in the light of those just
reviewed, it becomes clear that he employs many of these same features to
create a distinctive and flexible form which does not conform to any
established pattern. The Theseus supplies an excellent example.^''
The proem to the Theseus opens with a striking comparison of the
biographer to geographers preparing maps, which plays on the reader in
several ways. The opening comparison, and the direct address to the
dedicatee, Sosius Senecio, are standard rhetorical techniques meant to arouse
the interest of the reader, the first purpose of a proem in rhetorical theory.25
The special request to the "listeners" to accept his presentation of to
|i\)06>5e(; with goodwill (1. 5) addresses the second purpose, and the brief
summary in chapter two of the common features of the lives of Theseus and
Romulus the third, that is, to render the reader "ready to learn" (docilis), by
giving him a foretaste of the subject. But the real focus of the proem is on
Plutarch himself, and his relations to his subject and his reader. The
elaborate introductory period,^^ with its vivid simile, turns on the
discomfiture of the author in reaching a "territory" where there are no clear
markings or guideposts. By sharing with the reader this discomfiture, this
sense of venturing into uncharted lands, he invites the reader's
^^ History stresses the importance of the particular subject being presented, whether a given
war, a special period, or the history of a nation. The utiUty of the history is also important,
although this varies from the broadest insight into human nature and the historical process to
specific exempla of human action, "of what to avoid as bad, and imitate as good," as Livy says.
A statement on method, justifying the new history, appears regularly in historical proems.
Histories of the past concentrate on the use of good sources and the improvement over past
accounts, in style and completeness.
^ On the peculiar purposes and qualities of the Theseus, see F. J. Frost, "Plutarch and
Theseus," CB 60 (1984) 65-71.
^ For the use of comparisons, see H. Lausberg, Handbuch der literarischen Rhelorik^
(Munchen 1960) 155, #271 S, 8' citing QuintUian 4. 1. 70.
^ For the use of periods in proems, see Lausberg, Handbuch p. 469, #947.
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comprehension and sympathy, and forestalls the potential objection against
the mythical element in this pair of lives. In the following sentence
Plutarch expresses his determination to "purify" the mythical element, and
give his account the appearance of history (loTopia^ 6\\i\.v, 1. 5), but asks
the indulgence of the reader for those passages where the intractability of the
material rejects any mixture of probability. The personification of to
|it)0cD5E<; is remarkable: the biographer would like it to be subject to reason
(koyo) vnaKovaai), but it "rashly scorns the credible" (at)9d8co(; xov
TiiGavoti nepwppovfi). The mythical is a wild beast, with a mind of its own,
not easily tamed. Whereas in the well-known Alexander-T^xotm Plutarch
reminds his reader that he is writing biography, not history, here he stresses
his affinity with the historian, working in areas "accessible to reasoned
argument (ecpiiaov eiKoii Xoyo))" and "well-grounded on history clinging
to facts" (Pdoi|iov loTopia jipaYfidicov exofievTi).
But why does Plutarch choose to write on Romulus and Theseus at all?
The answer comes in carefully phased stages: first Romulus is chosen, as
already being quite close in time to Numa and Lycurgus, the most recent
pair treated (all belong to the eighth century). Thinking of Rome's founder
then suggests to Plutarch the founder of Athens, even though this man,
Theseus, takes him back another five centuries, well into the mythical world
prior to the Trojan war, populated with monsters and heroes, the Tepa-ccoSTi
Kal -cpayiKd described by poets and mythographers, to which he had earlier
alluded. While Romulus is the stuff of legend, it is only with Theseus that
Plutarch truly enters the realm of myth, and it is immediately after
mentioning him that Plutarch warns that the material is indomitable and
invokes the goodwill of the reader. That done, the rest follows easily. Once
the choice of subjects is accepted (indicated by 6' ouv at 2. 1), Plutarch can
go on to the other similarities with Romulus which justify the choice of
Theseus. Note also in this proem the two "heroic" quotes from Aeschylus
and the Iliad, which both ornament the passage and set the atmosphere for
the heroic stories which will follow in the lives. This proem thus prepares
the reader for the lives which follow by capturing his interest, winning
agreement on the treatment of the subject, and creating a bond of interest and
sympathy between the author and the reader. It sets the tone of mythical-
heroic narrative, and invites the reader to share with the author the sense of
exploring a strange land, where there is no reliable information. The
Theseus represents a breakthrough into mythical time, beyond the frontier of
history. The proem warns the reader of the danger, while assuring him of
the conscientiousness of his guide.
Although concerned with a very particular problem, the proem to the
Theseus is not unusual. The thirteen formal proems in the Parallel Lives
each respond to the particular needs of a pair of lives, displaying similar
patterns of themes and techniques.
The most frequent theme is Plutarch's purpose in writing the Lives.
Simply stated, he intends to incite his readers to virtue, as he asserts most
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clearly in the Pericles. There he argues that it is the duty of every person to
focus and nourish his mind on the best objects, especially actions which
derive from virtue, since those inspire one to noble imitation. His
biographies of Pericles and Fabius will provide just such examples. In the
Aemilius, Plutarch speaks of the lives as similar to a mirror, in that they
provide an image by which one can order one's own life according to the
virtues of those men. Again, they are like being a guest in someone's
house, sharing their Ufe. In this way one assumes a conscious control over
one's mental images, expelUng anything ignoble, and concentrating on the
finest paradigms.^ Negative examples can also serve an educative purpose,
as Plutarch notes in the Demetrius. An awareness of human weakness
should make the readers "be more zealous spectators and imitators of better
lives" (1.6).
Other proems explore the moral features of the Lives not simply as
exempla, but by posing fundamental questions of the ethical life. The
Cimon argues that the biographer must not give undue attention to the
weaknesses of his subject, but emphasize his strengths, recording only
enough of the imperfections as to insure a recognizable likeness.^^ The fact
is, Plutarch notes, that human nature is imperfect, and no one is without
failings.
Several proems focus on the dominant role of external factors in a
man's life. Often the successes or failures of great men are not determined
by their own qualities, but by circumstances over which they have no
control. The proems to Dio-Brutus and Eumenes-Sertorius relate the final
defeats of these men to their fortune: as Plutarch states in the former, -cvxti
must accompany <pp6vTioi(; and SiKaiocuvrj. The accounts of parallel
supernatural appearances to Dio and to Brutus before their deaths raise the
question whether tec 8ai|x6via shake the philosophical conviction of the
wise man and challenge the whole notion and utility of conscious progress
in virtuous living. In the Sertorius-^voem, Plutarch considers "tyche
flowing now here, now there in the infinity of time." The ostensible theme
of the proem is historical coincidences, but there is a moral facet as well,
since along with their similarities of character and life-stories, both
Sertorius and Eumenes "met a violent and unjust tyche at the end."
Phocion and Cato Uticensis are men fighting not their personal tyche,
but that of the times. Phocion was fighting with his arete the Tti/ai ttji;
'EXXdSoc;. Cato, according to Plutarch, "fought a great battle with tyche,
which seized and threw down the republic through other men, but because of
Cato and his arete the republic almost survived. Fortune won only with
difficulty, and slowly, and after a long time" (Phoc. 1. 4, 3. 4). Cato, or
^ Cf. also Aratus 1, where Plutarch commends consideralion of noble ancestors as paradigms
for one's own behavior.
^ In practice, however, Plutarch devotes a surprising amount of attention to the faults of both
Cimon and Lucullus, as has been shown by R. McComb in an unpublished paper.
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rather Cato's arete, wrestled with tyche, and was almost able to conquer it.
Two other heroes, Aemilius Paullus and Timoleon, shared both good
personal choices and good fortune, so that the reader must ask "whether they
succeeded more from good luck (ev)JioT|i.{(x) or intelligence ((ppovrjaei)"
(Aem. 1. 6).29 The search for fame can also affect virtue. The proem to
Agis and Cleomenes considers the relation between So^a and dpexri: the
discussion in chapter two could easily come from one of the Moratia. Arete
is confirmed by praise, but "an excess of political ambition is destructive,"
since it leads to a mania and senselessness.
The proems thus arouse interest by posing an inquiry which Plutarch
clearly considers most significant to his readers, the nature of arete, how it
manifests itself, how it is affected by the differing circumstances in which it
is expressed, and how it can be imitated.
The second major theme is the discussion of method, and is closely
related to the moral purpose, since the method used in the lives is meant to
bring out the arete of the heroes. Plutarch's statement of method in
Alexander 1 is well known: since he writes biographies, not histories, he
will concentrate on small matters
—
jokes, sayings, anecdotes—which often
reveal more of character than do great battles. His method, that is, is
determined by the desire to explore the ethos of his subjects. Military
campaigns and political decisions are relevant only in so far as they help the
biographer toward this goal. The Cimon notes that a portrait should be
accurate and not omit (as an encomium would) a person's faults, but also
argues that excessive precision in presenting weaknesses of character is not
suitable. Again, historical detail is relevant only in so far as it contributes
to the portrait being painted. Yet the proem to the Theseus reveals
Plutarch's uneasiness when he moves beyond the normal domains of history
to the poetic and mythological, and reminds the reader that Plutarch wishes
to base his lives on firm historical material. In fact, several of the formal
proems are devoted to the questions of sources and accuracy in the Lives. In
the Nicias, overwhelmed by the excellence of Thucydides' narrative, which
he cannot improve upon in style or vividness, he nevertheless justifies his
account by the additional decrees, dedications, and other material which he
will include, and which he hopes will better illuminate Nicias' character.
The Demosthenes notes the difficulty of working in Chaeronea, away from
the libraries and learned conversation of a city like Athens, at a time when
Plutarch needed to collect passages drawn from scattered foreign writers.
Moreover, his knowledge of Latin is insufficient to attempt the kind of
literary comparison which might be expected in a book on Demosthenes and
Cicero (Dem. 2)?^ In fact, in the Demosthenes Plutarch cites over twenty
^' The contrast of luck and virtue is a standard philosophical and rhetorical debating point:
of. Hutarch's Defortuna Romanorum and Deforluna an virlute Alexandri.
'" Note Plutarch's comment at the end of the Demosthenes, "Now you have, Sosius, the life
of Demosthenes, from what we have read or heard" (31. 7), and again at the beginning of the
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sources, including historians, philosophers, comic poets, and orators, but
for the Cicero he restricts himself chiefly to a few of Cicero's own works.
According to Felling, "the second half of Cicero, in particular, is scrappy
and ill-informed."^' Later, when composing other Roman lives of the Civil
War period, he would investigate the matter more thoroughly, revealing that
despite his lament in the Demosthenes proem he had by that time been able
to get access to other sources.^^
References to unusual or contradictory sources are also the most
frequent means of augmenting the rhetorical effectiveness of the informal
proems found in nine pairs of the Parallel Lives. As has been noted, in the
openings of these nine Uves, which lack formal proems, Plutarch adapts the
common biographical categories of origin and family, education, and
physical appearance to fulfill the standard proemial functions of arousing
interest in his book and establishing goodwill toward the author. His
consideration of the source problem in connection with one of these
categories usually involves as well a question of character, and thus focuses
once more on the ethos of his subject.
For example, the Solon opens with an abstruse quotation from
Didymus giving a unique identification for Solon's father. Another
quotation from Heraclides Ponticus introduces the question of Solon's
relationship as kinsman and lover to Peisistratus, which is explored at some
length. The discussion concludes with a reference to Peisistratus'
relationship to Charmus and the statue of Eros in the Academy connected
with that affair. The chapter combines the themes of special knowledge of
sources, family history, and friendship, erotic or not, with a famous tyrant.
In the opening chapter of the Aristides-Cato Major pair, Plutarch examines
and systematically refutes the arguments of Demetrius of Phaleron
concerning the wealth of Aristides' family. He is clearly trying to catch the
reader's attention by deploying a variety of evidence: he quotes the
inscription on the choregic tripod; he recalls the cases of Epaminondas and
Plato, who were helped by their wealthy friends Pelopidas and Dion to pay
for choruses; he cites the researches of Panaetius; he inserts his own
knowledge of the ostracism of Pericles' counselor Damon and makes a
passing mention of a variant found in Idomeneus; and finally, he gives his
own sceptical judgement of Demetrius' motives. Plutarch converts what
might have been a simple statement on Aristides' justice despite his relative
poverty into an elaborate historical analysis. Thus he both emphasizes the
importance of the notion of the just man's independence from money and
Comparison, "This is as much of what is worth recalling or what has been investigated
concerning Demosthenes and Cicero as has come to our knowledge."
'' C.B.R.Pelling, "Plutarch's Method of Work in the Roman Uves," JHS 99 (1979) 74-96.
at p. 75.
''^ On the sources used in these later lives, see Felling, "Plutarch's Method . . ." pp. 83-91.
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draws the reader into his work by involving him in the scholarly disputes
which had arisen around Aristides' archonship.
In a similar manner, in the proem to the Themistocles Plutarch
explores Themistocles' humble parentage, from which he rose to such great
heights, through the citation of an epigram, quotations from Phanias and
Neanthes, a discussion of the Cynosarges gymnasium, and a reference to the
shrine at Phyle mentioned by Simonides. In the three cases of Solon,
Aristides, and Themistocles the category of origin and family has been
elaborated to serve a proemial function, exploiting the wealth of sources that
Plutarch had available.
Other lives employ different formulas. The Pyrrhus opens with an
extended history of Pyrrhus' house, beginning not with Achilles, which
might have been enough, but with the flood. The mythological references
to Phaethon, Deucalion, and Pyrrha precede the heroic figures of Achilles,
Neoptolemos and his wife Lanassa (granddaughter of Heracles). Finally,
semi-historical times are reached with the first Hellenized king, Tharrupas,
and his descendants. The graceful display of erudition (even to noting that
Achilles receives divine honors in Epirus, under the name Aspetos) arouses
the attention and interest of the reader. In addition, the barbarian interlude in
the genealogy suggests a certain rawness in Pyrrhus' ambition, which is
confirmed in the course of the life, and further paralleled in the companion
figure of Marius.
For the Lycurgus, the theme of the informal proem must be the
obscurity of the subject: "Concerning Lycurgus the lawgiver one can say
absolutely nothing certain, since his origin, his journey abroad, his death,
and especially his legislation are reported variously; the greatest differences
are found with regard to the time when he hved." There follow a series of
citations from Aristotle, Eratosthenes, Apollodorus, Timaeus, and
Xenophon which illustrate the different positions taken on Lycurgus'
lifetime. Finally, Plutarch contrasts the name the poet Simonides gives for
Lycurgus' father, Prytanis, and the common account of his descent from
Heracles, in which his father was Eunomos the son of Prytanis. The hope
Plutarch expresses to "provide a narrative with as few contradictions and as
many prominent witnesses as possible" (Lye. 1. 7) is at risk from the
beginning.
Plutarch exploits his own special knowledge of Delphi in the Lysander,
which opens with a digression on the statue at the treasury of the
Acanthians. This, he asserts, is a statue of Lysander, not of Brasidas, as
commonly supposed. The reason for the error is the inscription on the
treasury, "Brasidas and the Acanthians, from the Athenians." The statue
shows Lysander to be a man tied to the old traditions of Lycurgan Sparta,
with long hair and a noble beard. The hair style permits Plutarch to correct
those, including Herodotus, who did not think that this was a custom
deriving from Lycurgus, and at the same time to set the tone for his portrait
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of Lysander as an upright man and preserver of the old ways. In this case
the category of physical appearance has been adapted to serve as proem.^^
Three of the proems which discuss the method of the biographer may be
seen as meeting potential objections to the works in question, a standard
proemial function. ^'^ In the Nicias, Plutarch explains that he is not
attempting to rival the brilliance of Thucydides' Sicilian narrative, while in
the Alexander and Theseus he asks the indulgence of the reader, either for
passing over so quickly famous battles and other historical set pieces, or for
presenting material so patently fabulous.
Intimately related to the problem of moral growth and the development
of virtue is ^e question of education. In two of the informal proems
Plutarch uses the standard biographical topic of early training as the peg on
which to hang his proem. The story of Cleandrus of Mantinea, who came
as an exile to Megalopolis and became the guardian of Philopoemen after
the death of his father, opens the Philopoemen. The young hero was trained
by Cleandrus as Achilles was by Phoenix. Later the young man's education
was completed with the knowledge of philosophy and freedom, learned from
Ecdelus and Demophanes, men trained in the Academy and active in poUtical
affairs, the very men who freed Megalopolis of the tyrant Aristodemus,
helped Aratus expel Nicocles tyrant of Sicyon, and reorganized the
government of Cyrene. Inspired by their teaching and example,
Philopoemen was ready to become "the last of the Greeks," the last fighter
for Greek freedom. Education plays a different role in the Coriolanus: the
hero was noble by nature ((pvoi<;), but suffered from lack of training
(7iai5eia). Therefore the book opens with some of the illustrious figures
of the Marcian gens, which indicate and assure Coriolanus' inborn nobility,
but then focuses on the absence in his early years of proper formative
influences, as a result of which he lacked also the measure and disposition
which is necessary for greatness. The same lack of naxSeia was found also
in the companion hero, Alcibiades, though in a quite different way. Finally,
in the Agesilaus, which comes closest of all the lives to having no preface
at all, Plutarch writes that thanks to being first a private citizen, Agesilaus
came to ruling "having already been trained to rule," and so was uniquely
able to be in tune with his subjects.^^
A standard theme of historical proems is the praise of history, both of
its usefulness and the pleasure it brings. The praise of biography, and
especially of the moral biography which he writes, is Plutarch's principal
topic in the Aemilius proem and a major element of that of the Pericles,
" The proem of Serlorius also takes advantage of a physical feature, Sertorius' loss of one
eye, to build its discussion of tyche.
^ The figure, called itp6A.T)\(a(; or aniicipalio, forms part of the praeparatio which begins in
the proem. See Lausberg, pp. 424-25, #854-55 and Quintilian 9. 2. 16, 4. 1. 9.
" The first chapter of Agesilaus, which seems to fill the role of informal proem, is less than
one page, as against the total for Agesilaus-Pompey of 156.5 pages.
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both of which have already been discussed. In general, however, Plutarch in
his proems prefers to express the value of biography indirectly through his
statements of purpose and method.
In developing the themes of his proems, Plutarch employs rhetorical
techniques to achieve the goals of attention and docility. He occasionally
strives also for good will, but more often presumes that his reader is already
well-disposed toward him and his work. The variety and sophistication of
these techniques, and the success with which they are adapted to the
individual lives, establishes Plutarch as a master of proemial style.
Rhetoricians noted that the reader's interest might be aroused by chreiai,
gnomai, comparisons, digressions, metaphors, and indirection—and Plutarch
uses all of these, usually several in a given proem.^* Thus in the Pericles
Plutarch opens with a chreia, a short historical anecdote focusing on the
words of (Augustus) Caesar, who asked, when he saw some foreigners
fondling monkeys and puppies in their arms, "Don't their wives bear
children?" Then Plutarch moves, via a consideration of to (pvXtitikov in
humans, to an extended analogy between the proper objects of the senses and
of the mind, an analogy enriched by comparisons with the occupations of
dyeing, perfume-making, and sculpture. The thought is reinforced by
additional chreiai from Ismenias the flute-player and Philip of Macedon.
Finally, he concludes with a general gnome on the effect of to KaXov in
moving the soul to noble action.
The chreia is Plutarch's favorite opening technique, sometimes used as
an authority, to reinforce the argument, as in the Pericles, sometimes as a
foil for Plutarch's own opinions, as in the Demosthenes. There Plutarch
begins by quoting the encomium of Alcibiades' Olympic victories, which
asserted that for happiness a man needs first of all a famous city. Plutarch,
however, rejects this, and affirms his own opinion that happiness depends
most on character and interior condition. The use of chreiai is flexible, and
leaves much room for variety. Other lives are introduced by related forms of
traditional discourse, such as proverbs or fables. For example, the opening
of the Aratus corrects one version of a proverb with an older one; Agis-
Cleomenes begins with anonymous interpreters of the Ixion myth. Of the
thu-teen formal prefaces in the Parallel Lives, five begin with some form of
chreiaP
A different technique is found in opening of Cimon-Lucullus. The
vivid short story of Damon, the descendant of a founding family of
Chaeronea who killed a Roman officer and turned outlaw, is exceptional as
'* Cf. Lausberg, Handbuch, pp. 155-56, #2716. A chreia is a saying ascribed lo a famous
person, whose authority guarantees the value of the statement, whereas a gnome or sententia is a
general statement not tied to a panicular historical figure. See Lftusberg pp. 536-40, #1 1 17-20
and pp. 431-34, #872-79.
'^ Per., Dem., Phoc, Dio, and Pel., lo which may be added Sol. from the informal proems,
Aral, from the individual lives, and Galba from the Lives ofthe Caesars. Negatively cited chreiai
are found in Sol., Phoc, Aral, and Galba.
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an opening for one of the Parallel Lives.^^ However, this kind of short
narrative is one form of digression, which is a common device in proems to
arouse interest. Other examples include Philostratus' digression on
Pythagoras at the beginning of the Life ofApollonius, as well as Sallust on
the development of leadership in the Catiline or Cicero on his philosophical
works in De divinatione II. Their purpose is to arouse the interest of the
reader, and need not be connected with the work that follows, although
Plutarch's story in the Cimon is in fact tied to the pair of lives it introduces,
since Lucullus' testimony saved the city from Roman punishment for
Damon's murders. The discussion of historical coincidences which opens
the Sertorius serves a similar purpose. The first two chapters of Agis-
Cleomenes discuss the relation of 86^a and dpexfi, starting with an
interpretation of the myth of Ixion which sees Ixion's fate as analogous to
the situation of the <p 1X660^01, who pursue 86^a as an evScoXov Tfjq
apETTiq. Only in the third chapter does Plutarch turn to the particular case
of the Gracchi, and then of the revolutionary Spartan kings. The Demetrius
begins with a discussion of the manner in which persons understand through
opposites, in the crafts and other skills, and then develops a comparison
between the perceptions and crafts. The specific reference to the subjects of
the pair of lives does not come until 1. 7-8. As has been seen, the
Aemilius takes its start from the biographer's own delight in his work, and
the usefulness he finds in it, while the Theseus begins with a comparison
between biography and map-making.
The writing of proems was apparently a common school exercise.
Even experienced writers could prepare collections of proems at leisure, so
that they would be available to add to a new essay or treatise. In one letter
to Atticus (16. 4. 4 ), Cicero admits shamefacedly that by mistake he had
prefaced his newly composed De gloria with a proem from his private
collection which had already been used for Academics III. He noticed the
error only later when he was rereading the Academics. A major fault for a
proem was that it could be attached to any work indiscriminately. Plutarch
usually avoids this charge, taking some pains to integrate the theme of the
proem to the pair of lives which follow. Nevertheless, some general
proems, such as those of the Aemilius on biography or of the Pericles on
the contemplation of virtuous deeds, would fit a number of lives. The
preface to the Alexander, distinguishing biography from history, might
equally have been applied to Agesilaus-Pompey, though it is true that the
latter pair had received less treatment from historians.
Comparison of Plutarch's proems with those found in other
biographical works reveals the variety of techniques and approaches he has
employed. The format of the Parallel Lives required an exceptional number
'*They are frequently found in the separate iniroductoiy pieces called pro/a/iai or laluii found
in Lucian. A description of a beautiful object was also recommended as an opening: cf.
I^usberg. Handbuch p. 155. #271 e. a.
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of proems, and he took the opportunity to explore diverse modes of
introducing his pairs of lives. Those essays of the Moralia which preceded
the Lives would have given him practice in opening treatises on a broad
spectrum of topics, and in fact the proems owe much to the philosophical
and moral considerations so common in those essays. Many show the same
technique of discussion by means of comparison and analogy, freely flowing
between verse quotations, chreiai, and examples from the arts and natural
sciences. Another sort of model was offered by histories with multiple
books, each introduced by a proem, such as were found in Ephorus and are
known from Diodorus. However, being part of a predetermined and
structured whole, those prefaces would have a different function from the
proems to pairs of lives written one at a time, the author adding to them as
the fancy struck him. The treatment of method and emphasis on research in
out of the way sources, although present in later historians, is rare for
biography. Even Philostratus' Life of Apollonius, which makes a point of
identifying and justifying the sources it employs, gives proportionately less
weight to the question than has been found in Plutarch.
Throughout all the proems, formal and informal, the most distinctive
feature is the way in which Plutarch uses them to establish his own ethos.
Those with dedications to Sosius Senecio (Dem.,Dio, Thes.,Aem.,AgCl.)
clearly are meant to express an air of friendship, intellectual pleasure, and
high moral values. But the others continue that same warmth, the feeling
of being in contact with an understanding and intellectually curious person,
someone who is serious yet not stuffy, aware of life in all its
manifestations, yet deliberately avoiding the unseemly and trying to present
the best side of his subjects. Plutarch does not usually give his readers
biographical details, as do, e.g. Dionysius of Halicamassus or Appian (the
proem to the Demosthenes is an exception). But he often unselfconsciously
shares with them his feelings and assessments: his discomfiture at leaving
the bounds of known history in the Theseus, his delight in writing
biographies, which he sees as an aid to his own moral development {Aem),
his disdain for the profession of sculptor (JPer. 2), and his fears that
something might shake the calm of the philosopher {Dio).
What notion of the audience for these lives can be derived from these
proems? His readers were male, upper-class, and leisured. They were
distrustful of the populace and the errors of hoi polloi (Phoc. 2. 1, 8),
scornful of dyers and perfumers (Per. 1 . 5), and supportive of the Roman
order, even though they recognized that individual Romans would misuse
their authority. On this point the story of Damon in Cimon 1-2 is most
revealing: although Damon comes from an old Chaeronean family and has
been sexually harassed by a Roman officer, the sympathy of the narrative is
with the town officials who outlaw him after he murders his tormentor.
Lucullus is seen as the fair and honest Roman official who saves the city
when the hostility of a neighboring Greek town might have destroyed it.
Plutarch's readers were also poUtically active, and expected to learn from the
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lives of statesmen and to imitate their virtues and avoid their errors in their
own everyday affairs. Yet Plutarch never suggests, as is frequent in
proems,^' that his readers were hurried and had to be presented with
important material as rapidly as possible.
Though involved in government, Plutarch's audience were also
intellectuals, well-read and familiar with the science of their day. They
enjoyed tragic quotations, were familiar with maps of strange places (Thes.
1), and with histories of Alexander the Great. They understood metaphors
drawn from the philosophy of perception or astronomy (Per.l. 3, Phoc. 2.
6). They admired Thucydides, but were wary of the fabulous (Thes. 1), and
did not read for pleasure—or at least admit to reading—stories of scandal and
sexual dalliance (Demetr. 1. 5). They were philosophically inclined and
interested in moral growth (Aem. 1). While they admired writing as a
means of understanding philosophical and ethical truths (Per. 2, Aem. 1),
they considered the other arts on a different level, and their practitioners
—
flautists, sculptors—as low class, since what they produced, while beautiful,
was fundamentally useless (Per. 1. 5-2. 1).
Such a portrait could easily match the dedicatee of the Lives, Sosius
Senecio, or at least the way he would like to see himself. It would also
match Plutarch himself, and this is perhaps one of the secrets of the Lives,
that Plutarch envisions an audience so much like himself, not only
interested in but sharing his feelings on moral improvement, duty, and the
importance of philosophy in guiding one's life. If the reader did not actually
Uve this way, he wished to. Plutarch does not write up to his audience, as a
client to his patron or an inferior to a superior, nor down, as a teacher to his
pupils, the expert to the uninitiated. Rather he establishes a relation of
friendship and equality, in which he has pride of place because of his reading
and devotion to higher ideals. Plutarch accepts that he is on the road to
wisdom, but implies that his reader is too, and invites him to walk with
him. It is this unpretentious and unquestioned unity of interests between
author and reader, so apparent in the proems, which creates much of the
charm and the power of the Parallel Lives.
This examination of the proems of the Lives should naturally lead to
comparison with those of Plutarch's other essays, and of other works
intended for a general readership, such as Seneca's letters or some of the
essays of Galen. However, this attempt to set the lives in the context of
belles-lettres in general must be set aside, as Plutarch would say, "for
another essay." But even with this examination of Plutarch's proems, it is
possible to appreciate the variety of techniques that he has employed, and
the importance of a few major themes. The ethos of his heroes is central,
meant to be an example and often an inspiration to his readers. The
formation of character is complex, since, as the proems frequently assert,
^' Cf. e.g. Nepos, or Philostratus' Life of the Sophists.
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favorable or adverse circumstances and the training one receives can
significantly shape even a virtuous man's career. Finally, the proems often
demonstrate Plutarch's delight in employing a variety of sources, while
keeping their focus on his primary goal, to understand the nature of the
man, not merely to describe his deeds.
Appendix: The non-parallel Lives
Four of Plutarch's Lives do not belong to the set of Parallel Lives: Aratus,
Artoxerxes, Galba and Otho. Of these the last two belong to another set,
Lives of the Emperors. The proem of the Galba introduces a new book,
which would have included the Otho and the lost life of Vitellius, thus
concluding his series of the emperors. Suetonius also had combined the
three emperors of 69 A.D. in one book. The Otho has no proem, but
continues directly after the Galba, with the first day of the new emperor's
reign .'"^ Otho had already been introduced in the course of the former Life.
Like the formal proems of the Parallel Lives, that of the Galba is set off by
the asyndeton at 3. 1 from the body of the life. The life itself is concerned
almost completely with the events of 68 and 69 (4. 3 to the end, 28 of 29
pages). The opening is provided by a chreia, which here introduces the
theme of the corruption of the soldiery by money and pleasure. The theme
is expanded with other chreiai by Aemilius Paullus and Plato, then appUed
to the particular case of the events after Nero's death. Another chreia
introduces the comparison of the Romans with the sufferings of the Titans,
and a comparison with the ten-month reign of the tyrant Polyphron
emphasizes the disintegration at Rome, where four emperors ruled in a Uke
period. The theme of corruption of the soldiery is reintroduced, this time
specifically applied to Nymphidius Sabinus, who by his payments to the
troops destroyed not only Nero, but also Galba. Finally, there is a
recusatio, similar to that in the Alexander-^rcie.m: a detailed account belongs
to npayfiaxiKTi loxopia, but Plutarch will not pass over the a^ia "koyoM
of the actions and sufferings of the Caesars. Here, contrary to the
Alexander, Plutarch does not say he is looking for ethos, or virtue and vice,
and leaves quite vague what exactly he considers a^ia Xoyou and how much
he thinks he should include of that which is not "actions and sufferings."
The Galba is given a kind of epilogue in c. 29, in which Plutarch takes the
sum of Galba's attempt to be emperor and suggests the strengths and
weaknesses of his character. From this it appears that Plutarch's principal
aim in fact has been to illuminate the character of the emperors, and what
they did and suffered is used as indications of the character. In this the Lives
of the Emperors were similiar to the Parallel Lives, but did not (apparently)
include the emphasis on education and hfe before the accession, which is so
*" For a more detailed study of the proem to the Galba and its relation to the Otho see the
paper of A. Georgiadou, No. 10 in this volume.
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important in most of the Lives. Obviously, however, an Augustus or
Tiberius would be much richer than a Galba or Otho.
The Artoxerxes does not have a formal proem, but the account of the
family and of Artoxerxes' pre-accession name serves as an informal proem,
moving the reader into the world of Persia and introducing two of Plutarch's
major soiu-ces, Deinon and Ctesias (the third, Xenophon, will be mentioned
in c. 4). However, other proemial themes are lacking. Plutarch does not
say why he chose to write this life: was he considering a collection of
Persian kings, similar to that of the Roman emperors? Or was he attracted
because of the confluence of first-hand sources in Xenophon and Ctesias?
The Aratus, on the other hand, has a full formal proem, marked off by the
asyndeton which begins c. 2.'" The proem is divided into two parts, the
general considerations on praising one's ancestors, and the particular
statement of Plutarch's decision to write on Aratus and his reasons for it.
The two are united by the references to the dedicatee, Polycrates, at 1. 1,3,
and 5.'*^ The proem opens with the quotation of a proverb, as quoted by
Chrysippus, but then corrected according to the grammarian Dionysodorus.
The point is that while some bad men substitute praise of their
distinguished ancestors for their own good actions, it is right for good men
also to praise their ancestors, using them as "homegrown examples" for
their lives. This notion oi paradeigmata which ties together the generations,
leads naturally to Plutarch's desire to write the biography of the famous
Aratus for the children of his friend, himself a descendant of Aratus, so that
they can be nourished by these examples, and learn what they should
imitate. The use of lives as sources of virtues to imitate is one of the
fundamental objectives of the Parallel Lives: see especially the proems to
Pericles and Aemilius, and in a negative sense, the Demetrius. The
sententia which concludes the proem generalizes again the notion to the
wider readership which Plutarch expects. At the very end of the Life (54. 8),
however, Plutarch recalls the personal dedication, noting that the family of
Aratus "survives in Sicyon and Pellene to our own day."
University ofNorth Carolina at Chapel Hill
"' See on the proem A. J. Koster, Plutarchi Vila Arali (Leiden 1937) XVn-XVffl, XXVIH-
XXDC.
*^ Polycrates is probably to be identified with the friend mentioned at De Pyth. Or. 409B and
Quaesl. Conv. 667E ff., and with the HeUadarch Tib. Qaudius Polycrates (P//?^C969. SIG^
846): cf, C. P. Jones, Plutarch and Rome (Oxford 1971) 26, n. 41, 40.

Remarques a propos de I'usage des citations
en matiere de chronologie dans les Vies
FRANgOISE FRAZER
C'est en etudiant I'organisation du r6cit historique dans la Vie de Nicias
qu'un passage de cette Vie a attir6 mon attention sur le peu de rigueur
chronologique montre par Plutarque lorsqu'il doit produire comme
documents des textes litteraires, qui sont, pour I'essentiel, des oeuvres
poetiques, vers d'Homere ou d'Hesiode, elegies, passages des comiques.'
Parties d'une telle constatation, les remarques que je voudrais proposer
s'attacheront surtout a la conception que Plutarque se fait de la chronologie
et k I'interet, limite, qu'il lui porte. II s'agit par 1^ de mieux preciser la
distance qui le separe des historiens modemes, lors meme qu'il semble
recourir a une methode documentaire voisine et d'adapter en consequence nos
propres etudes critiques.
Cela ne saurait mieux se faire qu'en s'appuyant sur quelques passages,
narratifs ou descriptifs, des Vies ou apparaissent nettement les rapports
chronologiques entre epoque du texte cite, 6poque des faits relates et present
du narrateur; je me propose done d'etudier de tr6s pres quelques extraits,
essentiellement des Vies de Solon et de Nicias et, pour la commodite de
I'expose, et dans la mesure ou leur texte grec n'est pas essentiel, je donnerai
le texte des citations poetiques en traduction.^
Les citations n'etant ainsi qu'un moyen privil6gi6 d'aborder les questions
chronologiques, un seul point technique retiendra notre attention: le temps
' Homere: Thes. 25. 3 et 34. 1—voir aussi 20. 2; H6siode: Thes. 3. 4, 16. 3 et 20. 1; Sol.
2. 6; Simonide: Ages. 1. 1—il serait aussi I'auteur des inscriptions cit&s in Pel. 1. 7; Them. 8.
5 et Arisl. 19. 7—; Archiloque: Thes. 5. 3; Ion de Chios: Thes. 20. 2; les tragiques
M61anthios, auteur de vers de circonstance: Cimon 4. 1, 7 et 9, Euripide: Thes. 3. 4 et 15. 2,
Nic. 9. 7 et Ale. 11.3, Eschyle: Them. 14. 1; Critias pour une 616gie: Ale. 33. 1; surtout les
comiques, cit6s en bloc; Arist. 5. 8; Demosth. 9. 5
—
Per. 8. 4 et 24. 9 (ev xaic; KoajKuSiai?) et
nomm6ment, avec Aristophane: Nic. 4. 7 et 8. 3-4, Ale. 1. 7 et 16. 2-3, Per. 26. 4 et 30. 4,
Cim. 16. 5—voir aussi Ant. 70. 1; Cratinos: Sol. 25. 2, Per. 3. 5, 13. 8, 13. 10 et 24. 9, Cim.
10. 4; Eupolis: Per. 3. 7 et 24. 10; Ale. 13. 2; Nic. 4. 6. Cim. 15. 4; Tel6clides: Per. 3. 6 et
16. 2, Nie. 4. 5; Phrynichos: Nie. 4. 8; Archippos: Ale. 1. 8; Henmippos: Per. 33. 8; Platon
le Comique: Per. 4. 4, Them. 32. 6, Nic. 1 1. 6-7, Ale. 13. 9—voir aussi Ant. 70. 1; M6nandre-.
Alex. 17. 7 et Philippides: Demetr. 12. 7.
^ Selon la traduction de R. Haceliere dans la C.U.F.
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du verbe, dficlaratif comme cpdvai, Xeyeiv, ou plus ddmonstratif comme
|iapT\)pEiv, E|i(pa{veiv ou 5tiA,o\)v, qui introduit la citation. On constate
une large majorit6 de presents; vient ensuite le parfait, temps qui maintient
un certain rapport avec le pr6sent du narrateur en produisant le texte comme
le resultat toujours actuel et existant d'une redaction ou d'une enonciation
pass6e. Au contraire I'aoriste qui replacerait la production du texte dans son
cadre historique est rarissime: je n'en ai releve que deux cas, I'attaque de
Philippid6s contre son ennemi, le flatteur de D6m6trios, Stratocles; la
redaction de certaines lettres, preuves de son int^ret pour ses amis par
Alexandre;^ dans le dernier cas surtout, il est clair que Plutarque a voulu
insister sur faction meme du roi se donnant la peine d'6crire a ses amis:
d'ou I'emploi exceptionnel de I'aoriste.
En general cependant, grace a cet emploi massif de presents ou de
parfaits, le texte cite se trouve detache de la continuit6 narrative; il est un
element h part, toujours accessible dans le prdsent et verifiable, au meme
titre que les inscriptions, monuments, decrets que Plutarque se plait a mettre
en avant. Sa pratique alors ne differe gu6re en apparence du souci de
documentation de I'historien modeme, mais cette similitude ne resiste pas a
I'examen.
En premier lieu, un historien moderne—sauf h etre historien de la
litterature—ne voit guere dans le texte litteraire qu'un moyen d'eclairer la
situation historique qu'il analyse en y retrouvant, par exemple, un reflet des
preoccupations de I'epoque. Chez Plutarque, en revanche, les relations entre
texte litteraire et recit historique paraissent fonctionner dans les deux sens:
le recit pent etre appuye par la citation, mais le texte peut aussi recevoir une
certaine lumiere du recit.
Un exemple particuli&rement significatif, entre autres,'' se lit dans la Vie
de Pericles; ayant evoque le marquage des prisonniers ath6niens par les
Samiens et des prisonniers samiens par les Ath6niens
—
qui avaient imprime
une Samienne sur leur front
—
, Plutarque ajoute (Per. 26. 4):
C'est a ces marques, dit-on, qu'Aristophane a fait allusion en disant: "Ce
peuple de Samos, comme il est riche en signes!"
Upbq xavra xa oxiynaxa Xiyovai Kal x6 "ApiaxocpdvEiov
fivixGai.
To 'ApioTocpdveiov, sans rdfdrence meme k la com6die d'oii il est extrait,
confere au vers une sorte d'existence propre; il se suffit a lui-meme comme
vers "enigmatique" et le verbe fivixOai, employ6 ici, est tres courant dans
I'interpretation litteraire. Tout se passe done comme si, en annexe au recit
^ Demetr. 26. 5 el Alex. 41. 3; il est interessant de comparer ce passage de la Vi> d'Alexandre
oil Plutarque insiste sur la marque de dfivouement que constitue le fait meme d'ecrire et introduit
tous les exemples par eypaye avec le debut du chapitre suivant oil, s'attachant au contenu des
lettres, il recourt desormais au present Sau^idaai 8' aiixov e'oxiv oxi Kal (lEXP"- xoiovxcov
eniaxoXcov xoti; (piXoic; eoxoXa^ev- oia ypdipEi . . .
* Voir aussi Cim. 10. 4—avec le eoiKe qui ddnonce I'effort ex6g6tique
—
; 15. 4; Alex. 17. 7.
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du siege de Samos, Plutarque se faisait ici I'dcho de d6bats litt^raires sur un
vers difficile: ce que parait confirmer I'emploi de Xiyovai.
De ce glissement de la narration vers la critique litt^raire, on trouverait
un autre exemple tr^s intdressant dans le r6cit de I'intervention de Solon dans
I'affaire de Salamine que je n'evoquerai que rapidement Le Sage a compos6
une elegie pour convaincre ses concitoyens et I'a apprise par coeur, puis—le
texte grec merite d'etre cite {Sol. 8. 2): avaPaq eni tov zov ktipuko(;
XiGov Ev a)5fi SiE^fiXQE rriv EA,EyEiav f|<; eotiv dpxr|. Suivent deux vers
qui ne nous interessent pas directen-ient. Par le biais de cette citation, on
glisse de I'enonciation passee Sie^tiXGe ^ I'dtemel present du texte eoti;^ le
commentaire qui suit la citation est plus dvident encore. Plutarque ajoute:
Tot)TO TO Tioii\[ia ZaXaiilq eTciyEYpaTtTai .
Le verbe traduit sans ambiguite le passage du poeme recite par Solon au
texte ecrit qu'a pu lire Plutarque qui donne son appreciation esthdtique: Kal
o-rl^cov EKaTov eoti, xapiEv-ccoc; ndvv nETioiTmEvov. Aprds quoi il
renoue avec le fil du rdcit par un tote 5e.
Dans de tels cas,^ la citation n'est plus vraiment, ou du moins plus
seulement un document. Sa valeur propre d'oeuvre litteraire prend le dessus;
le texte devient une sorte de monument et la question de la chronologic
tombe d'elle-meme, puisque la citation suspend en fait le r6cit en une sorte
de parenthese litteraire intemporelle.
Cette attitude d'erudit meritait d'etre signalee, meme rapidement, mais
c'est sur I'usage documentaire des citations que je voudrais insister a travers
deux exemples, dont le texte de la Vie de Nicias qui a suscite mon interet.
II s'agit du chapitre 8 de cette Vie. Au chapitre precedent, Plutarque a
raconte la seance au cours de laquelle Nicias a c6d€ le commandement a
C16on. La victoire de celui-ci est mentionn6e en quelques mots et le
biographe s'attarde sur le discredit que valut a Nicias ce desistement. Le fait
est d'abord nettement pose: ce fut pour Nicias la cause d'une grande
impopularite. Est donnee ensuite I'explication morale de cette reprobation:
' On peut meme hfisiter sur I'mterprdtation du membre de phrase final Ti)v eXeyeiav ^<;
eaxiv dpxri et comprendre—soil "il r^cita I'^l^gie en question, son 616gie, dont voici le d6but"
en considerant que Tarticle defini vient de ce que I'eicgie a deja 6le mentionnee auparavant
(tXeycia avvQzic,); la relative est alors une pure introduction, assez lache;—soit "il r^cita
I'eMgie dont le d6but est" en faisant de I'article une sorte d'appel du relatif et en donnant a la
relative une valeur pleinement determinative; les deux vers permettent alors, 6ventueUement, au
lecteur de rep6rer de quelle oeuvre de Solon il s'agit. C'est ainsi que semblent avoir compris B.
Perrin dans la Loeb ("the elegy which begins") et le plus recent traducteur, N. Manfredini
("I'elegia di cui questo e I'inlzio"). R. Flacelifere en revanche penche pour la premiere solution
—
mais se laisse aUer a fausser le temps de la relative—en traduisant "il chanta toute son 616gie qui
commengail ainsi." Dans ce cas, le glissement ne se fait qu'avec la relative ajoutee comme
presentation; dans I'autre interpretation c'est tout le groupe objet qui sort ddja du narratif.
* Voir aussi Thes. 20. 1-2 (vers supprimfis et ajoutfis chez Hdsiode et Homere); Demosth. 9.
5-6 (exegese d'une raUlerie: sens gdn^ral ou paniculier); Mari. 11.10 (origine de la Nekyia).
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II n'avait pas jeie son bouclier, mais il semblait avoir commis une action
pire et plus honteuse en renon9ant volontairement par lachet6 a rester k la
tete de rexpedition et en abandonnant a son adversaire Toccasion d'une si
grande victoire, tandis qu'il se d&nettait lui-meme de son commandement.
C'est a ce point qu'interviennent les citations d'Aristophanc:
Aussi Aristophane le raille-t-il une fois de plus, lorsqu'il dit dans les
Oiseaux: "Non, ce n'est pas pour nous le moment de dormir, ni de
temporiser, par Zeus, comme Nicias!" et qu'il dciit dans les Laboureurs:
"Je veux labourer. —Eh bien, qui t'en empeche? —Vous. Joffre mille
drachmes pour etre dispense des magistratures. —Nous acceptons: Cela
fait deux mille drachmes avec ceUes de Nicias."
Considerons d'abord la phrase d'introduction, au present comme de
coutume: iKCOTiei 8' a-uxov eii; zavzanaXxv 'ApvoTocpdvrii; . . . Xiycov .
. . Le naXw ne peut guere renvoyer qu'a une citation pr6cedente du meme
auteur, au chapitre 4, ou le vers 358 des Cavaliers a 6t6 utilis6 pour illustrer
la pusillanimite de Nicias terrorises par C16on.^ Par hasard, il se trouve que
les Cavaliers sont vraiment anterieurs aux Oiseaux—encore que, si Ton suit
Plutarque et la chronologic que suppose son recit, les pieces se rapprochent
singulierement, puisque les Cavaliers ont 6t6 jou6s au lendemain de
Sphact^rie, en 424, comme sembleraient I'avoir 6t6 les Oiseaux.
En effet le eiq tati-ca, rendu par un vague "aussi" dans la traduction de
R.Flaceliere, est beaucoup plus precis et renvoie clairement h la d6robade de
Nicias. II est impossible d'arguer d'un caractere g6n6ral de cette raillerie des
Oiseaux: Plutarque la donne, sans doute possible, comme suscitee par
Sphacterie et la oii le bat nous blesse, c'est que ces dvenements datent de
425 quand la pi^ce est de 414: onze ans de reflexion font une plaisanterie
bien rdchauffee! Plutarque commet done une erreur chronologique. Une
erreur sporadique ne preterait pas ^ consdquence et, surtout, ne permettrait
pas de tirer de conclusion. Mais, si Ton regarde les autres citations
documentaires d'Aristophanc,* on retrouve exactement le meme phenom^ne.
^ Nic. 4. 7. Plutarque y attribue a tort a C16on une replique du charcutier, Agoracritos. G.
Marasco voudrait voir dans cette confusion (Vita diNicia [Roma 1977] 15) une confirmation de
I'hypothese selon laquelle toules ces citations littdraires seraient de seconde main. Cela ne me
parait gufere convaincant: en quoi est-il plus vraisemble que I'erreur se soit trouv6e dans la
source de Plutarque et que Plutarque, qui connaissait la piece, n'ait pas songfi i la rectifier? On
peut tout aussi bien penser que Plutarque, qui travaillait surtout de m^moire—et en patticulier
pour des citations de ce genre, ses notes devant principalement concemer les faits—a &l6 trahi par
elle; c'itait d'autant plus ais6 que, dans leur affrontement verbal, Qion et Agoracritos disent
sensiblement la meme chose, le second se contentant de surench6rir sur le premier, il pouvait en
outre etre tentant de mentionner plutot I'homme politique r&l, que le rficit aUait mettre ensuite
face a Nicias, qu'un personnage de fantaisie.
*Cim. 16. 8; Per. 8. 4, 26. 4 et 30. 4; Nic. 4. 7 et 8. 3-4; Ale. 1. 7 et 16. 2; Ant. 70. 1
conlient une reference sans citation; Them. 19. 4 rcprend ime expression portant jugement sur
Taction de Th6nistocle.
Frangoise Frazier 301
Deux exemples, particuliferement nets, peuvent etre cit6s. Dans la Vie
d'Alcibiade, le h6ros, a la veille de I'exp^dition de Sicile ou il imposera ses
vues sur celles de Nicias, atteint un sommet de gloire et Plutarque s'arrete
pour peindre les sentiments niel6s 6prouv6s ^ son endroit par ses
concitoyens. Ses brillantes qualit^s politiques et militaires les emplissent
d'admiration, mais ses scandales privds les d6goutent et les indignent.
Plutarque recourt alors aux Grenouilles {Ale. 16. 3):
Les dispositions du peuple a son egard, Arisiophane ne les a pas mal
d6crites quand il a dit: "II I'aime, il le d^tesle et pourtant veul I'avoir." Et,
avec plus de sev6rit6 encore, dans cette allusion: "Surtout, ne pas nourrir
un lion dans la ville, mais, si on le nourrit, se preter a ses moeurs."
La difficulte pour nous, c'est que ces vers—les vers 1425 et 1432-33
des Grenouilles—oni ete inspires a Aristophane par le grand debat autour du
rappel d'Alcibiade en 405: encore une fois dix ans apr6s I'dpoque oii en est
le recit.
Plus curieux encore pour nous—car, on pourrait, ^ la limite, dire que
les Atheniens ont toujours eu la meme opinion d'Alcibiade, tout au long de
sa carriere—est un passage de la discussion, au demeurant fort embarrass6e,
de la responsabilite de P6ricles dans le ddclenchement de la guerre du
P61oponnfese. A cette occasion sont d6velopp6s les ddmeles avec M6gare.
Le hdraut athdnien ayant 6t6 tu6 en chemin, Athfenes durcit encore sa
position. Mais, ecrit Plutarque {Per. 30. 4):
Les Megariens, niant I'assassinat d'Anth^mocritos [le heraut], rejettent la
responsabilite sur Aspasie et Pericles en citant ces vers celebres et
populaires des Acharniens:
"De jeunes Atheniens, apres s'etre enivr&, en jouant au cottabe
Pour enlever la courtisane Simaetha se rendent a Megare.
Alors les Megariens, furieux et pareils a des coqs de combat.
Pour venger cet affront, s'en vont chez Aspasie ravir deux courtisanes."
De quels Megeriens Plutarque parle-t-il? S'il pense a des contemporains
de Pericles —et I'irruption d'un prdsent de narration pour souligner leur
riposte est d'autant moins etonnante que celle des Athdniens a I'assassinat
d'Anthemocritos vient d'etre introduite par un Ypd(pei Ka-c' autwv
v|/ri(pio|ia Xapivoi;—^alors, I'anachronisme qui prdside ^ la reconstitution de
ce debat est flagrant, puisqu'il leur prete comme argument un historique
fantaisiste tire d'une piece de 425 av. J. C. Si en revanche, ce qui pent
sembler plus vraisemblable, il s'agit d'ecrivains megariens posterieurs, le
present introduisant banalement une citation dont la seule originalite est
d'etre au deuxieme degre, la desinvolture vis a vis de la chronologie n'est pas
moins patente, puisque Plutarque saute sans crier gare du decret de 43 1 av. J.
C. a une epoque totalement indeterminee. Dans les deux cas, il ecrase la
perspective temporelle et avance les arguments des deux camps, tels qu'ils
ont ete elabor6s au cours du temps, mais comme s'ils etaient contemporains.
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Ce faisant, il traite les lh6ses de chacun comme des sortes de donndes
intemporelles qu'on peut insurer sans difficult6 dans une discussion des
responsabilites, sans prendre garde qu'elles ne coincident pas avec le point du
r6cit oil il en est arrive.
Au vu de tous ces textes, il faut admettre que nos calculs des dates, nos
interrogations pour savoir si tel texte post6rieur reflate ndanmoins I'opinion
de r6poque n'intdressent pas Plutarque alors qu'il lui serait sans doute
possible, s'il le voulait, de determiner la date des pieces. Les manuscrits
d'Aristophane portaient en effet a I'dpoque des didascalies indiquant sous quel
archontat la piece avait 6t6 jouee^et Plutarque fait r6f6rence dans les Vies^°
aux listes officielles des archontes. Mais il ne songe pas i de telles
recherches. II attend du texte qu'il lui livre un argument ou un jugement
adapte a son propos et peu importe a quel moment precis a ete redige ce qui
fonctionne desormais comme une sorte d'element moral intemporel.
Quand on a bien compris cette indifference totale du biographe a la
precision chronologique, on s'apergoit par la meme qu'il devient inutile de
I'accuser ou de le defendre d'avoir commis des "erreurs" historiques:
simplement ce qui est erreur pour nous ne Test pas pour lui et il n'y a rien a
ajouter a cela.
En le defendant meme, on peut aboutir parfois h des r6sultats curieux,
comme le montre I'ddition comment6e de G.Maresco, h propos de notre
chapitre 8 de la Vie de Nicias oil Ton passe d'une justification du biographe a
une mise en cause de I'actualite des pieces d'Aristophane! Un tel saut merite
qu'on s'y attarde quelque peu.
La citation des Oiseaux gene suffisamment I'editeur italien pour qu'il y
revienne deux fois. Dans sa note au texte, il se contente de suggerer que
seule la date de la piece a pu faire songer k rapporter a I'expedition de Sicile
une pique qui denon^ait un trait habituel de Nicias; mais on peut tres bien
1
'interpreter autrement: a preuve ce que fait Plutarque.'^ Un editeur doit
certes essayer de bien comprendre son auteur, mais de la a lui manifester une
telle confiance. . .
Le point est a nouveau souleve, avec un peu plus de details dans un
appendice consacre au Nicias d'Aristophane. G. Marasco pose en principe
que les Oiseaux sont une piece apolitique et qu'il ne saurait done y avoir
d'allusions a I'expedition de Sicile. Apres quoi il n'a plus de probleme et
peut ecrire:
' Je dois cette indication a I'obligeance de M. Chantry.
'" Arisl. 5. 9-10.
" Ed. cit. n. 3, 96: "Poiche la commedia e del 414, 1'accenno e stato, da alcuni, riferito alia
tattica temporeggiatrice di Nicia in Sicilia. Tuttavia la tendenza a temporeggiare era una
caratteristica dello slratego, die gli spettatori conoscevano bene e che si era esplicata in varie
occasioni. Lo slesso Plularcho, del reslo, riferisce chiaramente il verso al comportamento di
Nicia neU'episodio di Sfacteria e tale conclusione appare accettabile."
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Ces prdmisses pos6es, il n'est pas ndcessaire de voir dans les allusions au
personnage de Nicias une reference precise a sa conduite en Sicile; ces vers
ne doivent pas etre necessairement rapport^s a la tactique temporisatrice de
Nicias en Sicile; c'etait en effet une habitude du stratege, bien connue des
spectateurs et qui s'6tait manifest^e en diverses occasions. C'est pourquoi
on ne doit pas considfirer comme une erreur le fait que Plutarque rapporte
ces vers au comportement du stratege dans I'^pisode de Sphacterie.
Et il rejette en bloc, dans une note s^he, I'opinion contraire, 6mise pourtant
par un specialiste du theatre, R. Goossens.
Cette opinion se trouve expos6e dans un article de VAntiquite classique
de 1946, dont le litre "Autour de rexp6dition de Sicile" oriente deja
I'interpretation des allusions des Oiseaux. R. Goossens insiste d'abord sur
les m^faits du prejuge d'apolitisme attach^ a cette piece, responsable du refus
de comprendre les railleries d'Aristophane comme visant les affaires de
Sicile: cette attitude est, trente ans plus tard, toujours celle de G. Maresco.^^
La temporisation moqu6e pourrait tres bien etre celle que Plutarque reproche
aussi a Nicias au lendemain de sa brillante victoire de Dascon—le texte se
trouve au chapitre 16 de la Vie'^— . Ayant invoque aussi les analyses
concordanies des modemes, G. Glotz et J. Hatzfeld, qui voient dans ce debut
d'expedition une suite d'atermoiements et de fausses manoeuvres, le savant
poursuit ^ propos du vers qui nous interesse:
Cette allusion maligne n'a jamais embarrasse aucun commentateur. Car
rien n'est plus connu que cette faiblesse de Nicias; nos sources antiques sont
unanimes a le lui reprocher. Mais ici encore il convient de se souvenir que
la comedie ancienne, dans sa partie satirique, emprunte tous ses effets a
I'actualite la plus immediate.
II n'est pas question de discuter ici ce presuppose, mais de montrer comment
une citation faite a contre-temps par Plutarque degdnere en debat sur
I'apolitisme des Oiseaux et, plus largement, sur i'actualite des attaques dans
la Comedie ancienne;''* questions passionnantes, mais qui n'ont rien a voir
'^Apolitisme et inactualite sont remis en question par J.C. Carriere in Le carnaval et la
politique (Paris 1979) p. 105 et n. 67, pp. 1 16-17; voir aussi E. L6vy Athines devant la difaite
de 404: Histoire d'une crise idiologique, BEFAR 225 (Paris 1976) 125-26.
"Wic. 16.8: "La victoire ^clatanle qu'il avail remportee ne lui servit a rien, car, bien vite,
quelques jours apres, U se relira a Naxos pour y passer la mauvaise saison. II depensait
beaucoup pour une si grande armee et n'obtenait que de minces resultats aupres de quelques
Siceles qui se ralliaient a lui . . . Tout le monde alors blamait Nicias qui, a force de reflechir, de
temporiser et de prendre des suretes, laissait passer les occasions d'agir."
'* n est a noler qu'on trouve la meme hesitation dans les scolies (contrairement a ce que dit
R. Goossens qui ne parait pas connailre les scolies de R et de V). Ces deux manuscrits donnent
en effet une interpretation d'actualitfi "oi; dvePdXXeTO anzKQdv dc, EiKeA.(av"; ailleurs, on
trouve une interpretation genfiraje "on Ppa8\)<; riv jtepl tctc; e^oSou^. koX ok, oi
8iaP<iA.XovTe5 ovxi npovoTixiKoc; riv, aXK' dneXETric;. Tivei; 6e (paai to TtpovoiixiKov
Koi (if) jipojtexe(;. toioutov ailxov eivai." II n'est d'ailleurs pas sur que des scolies, datant
au plus tot de I'epoque heUenistique, nous livrent I'explication exacte des allusions d'actualite.
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avec Plutarque. Une fois mis au jour son usage "achronologique" des
citations, il est clair que les sp6cialistes d'Aristophane n'ont aucune lumiere
k attendre de lui et surtout, que les sp6cialistes de Plutarque n'ont pas &
gaspiller leur energie a le defendre d'avbir enfreint des regies chronologiques
ignordes de son epoque, en empi6tant de surcroit sur le terrain de leurs
collegues, specialistes de la comddie.
A cote de cette citation des Oiseaux qui nous a occup6s si longuement,
on trouve encore, dans ce chapitre 8, une citation des Laboureurs. Pour cette
piece perdue, les choses se pr6sentent diff6rement, puisque sa date est
inconnue. Mais, precis6ment, ce fragment joue un grand role dans
I'etablissement de celle-ci et il semble bien que, peu ou prou, les critiques se
laissent influencer par Plutarque. L'auteur fondamental sur cette question est
Bergk dans I'edition Meineke (11. 2., p. 983 sqq.). Le savant allemand
reconnait avoir longtemps hesit6 pour savoir si la derobade de Nicias visait
Sphacterie—comme dit Plutarque—ou la Sicile—ce que suggere le
rapprochement avec les Oiseaux—. Pour trancher, il ne s'appuie que sur
Aristophane: ce qu'on sait de I'argument de la piece la rapproche des
Acharniens ou de la PaixP done la situe loin de I'epoque de I'expedition de
Sicile.'* Mais, quand il en vient a chercher une date precise, parmi les
annees disponibles, il rejette sans hesiter I'annte 422''' pour s'arreter sur les
Dionysies de 424 au motif que "la piece n'a pas pu etre jouee tres longtemps
apres Sphacterie": ce qui revient a faire confiance a Plutarque. II a peut-etre
en effet raison, mais il pent tout aussi bien avoir tort. L'allusion au don
d'une somme d'argent dans le texte ne convient pas pour Sphacterie et a
laisse perplexes tous les commentateurs: il se pent qu'elle s'explique par
I'intrigue de la piece; il se pent aussi qu'elle vise un autre fait ignore de
nous. La encore, je ne suis pas en mesure de trancher; je ne peux que
sugg6rer aux specialistes de ne pas trop se fier ^ Plutarque dans ce genre de
questions.
L'indifference a I'exactitude chronologique, patente chez lui, ne doit
cependant pas etre confondue avec un desint6ret total pour tout ce qui est
chronologique. On trouve un certain int6ret, si limit6 soit-il, une certaine
vision de celle-ci qu'un second passage, tij-6 de la presentation de Solon, va
nous aider a ddterminer.
" Voir les demieis fiditeurs des fragments, Austin et Kassel (vol. HI. 2 [1984]), qui rappeUent
que certains ont meme voulu, a tort, faire de cette piece une seconde version de la Paix.
'*
"De tempore autem, quo fabula acta esse videatur, diu dubius haesiuvi, nunc vero omnino
contendo scriptam esse non ita multo post expeditionem ad Sphactenam. Namque, fr. I Niciae
cunctabundus animus ridelur ita a poeta, ut Ulum insigne aliquod verecundiae documentum
edidisse necesse sit; atque de Sicula quidem expeditione cogites cave, nam aliae prorsus similes
comoediae in iUud cadunt tempus, itaque potius referenda est fabula ad illud tempus, quo Nicias
Cleoni imperium cessit isque Sphacteriam expugnavit."
'^ Plus prudents, Austin et Kassel gardent cette possibility et ne tranchent pas entre les
Dionysies de 424 ou de 422.
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Au chapitre 2, Plutarque traite de I'^tat de fortune du Sage. Quasi niin6
par les generosit6s de son pfere, il dut se lancer dans le commerce. Vie
chrdmatistique et commerce n'ayant pas bonne presse, il est cependant des
auteurs pour attribuer ses voyages h son gout de la connaisance (noXvTieipia
Kttl lOTopia) et non k la recherche du gain (xpTmaxio|i6<;). Plutarque creuse
alors ces mobiles: il etablit rapidement I'amour de la science grace h la
celebre citation "Je vieillis en apprenant toujours," puis en vient aux
rapports avec I'argent. C'est le passage qui nous int^resse:
La richesse ne I'^blouissait pas et il dit que sont ^galement riches
"celui qui possfede des masses
D'argent et d'or, des champs fertiles en froment,
Des chevaux, des mulets, et celui qui n'a rien
Que sa vigueur—bon estomac, bons flancs, bons pieds
—
Puis, le moment venu, la beaut6 d'un gar9on
Ou d'une femme: ainsi son bonheur est parfait."
Cette mise en balance de biens materiels et non mat6riels
—
qui rappelle la
hi6rarchie du septidme skolion attique'*—est done regard6e, par le biographe
comme I'expression d'une opinion personnelle, conformement a la methode
classique dite "de Chamail6on" en vigueur dans toutes les biographies
d'ecrivains.'^ Elle convient parfaitement ^ un homme pour qui I'argent n'a
pas une importance capitale. Mais, ^ ce point, lui revient un autre texte oil
il est question d'argent et il poursuit:
Mais ailleurs il dit:
"Je veux avoir de I'or, mais non pas I'acqudrir
Injustement: apn-es viendrait le chatiment."
Les textes semblent se contredire dans I'optique qui est celle de Plutarque.
On pourrait songer a resoudre cette contradiction en regardant le contexte,
litt6raire ou historique, dans lequel ils ont 6t6 6crits: mais, c'est encore
raisonner en moderne. Pour Plutarque, les textes ainsi isol6s sont en soi
I'expression d'une certaine v6rit6 gdnerale: relative d^valorisation de I'argent
pour le premier, valorisation pour le second—et attache qu'il est a voir ce
que pense Solon de la richesse, il n'insiste pas non plus sur le point
essentiel: la justice dans I'acquisition des biens. A y regarder de plus pres,
ce n'est pas meme la contradiction qui le gene, mais le seul contenu du
second texte. Si le premier correspond parfaitement au detachement exige de
" Sur les tables des valeurs, on trouvera des indications interessantes dans I'article de AJ.
Festugifere, "Les trois vies," repris in Eludes de philosophie grecque (Paris, Vrin 1971), en part,
p. 1 19 sqq. "I. Pr6histoire et genfese de la tradition des trois vies."
" Sur cette mfithode, voir G. Arrighetti, "Fra erudizione e biografia," St. cl. or. XXVI (1977)
13-67 et surtout M. Lefkowitz, The Lives of the Greek Poets (Baltimore and London 1981);
cette mdthode d'exploitation des textes des pofetes a des fins biographiques est pr^figurde par le
passage consacrfi a Solon par Aristote dans la Consituiion des Athiniens, ainsi que I'a des
longtemps remarque F. Leo.
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I'homme de bien, il faul justifier le desir d'acqu^rir des biens exprime dans le
second; ce que Plutarque fait en deux temps.
Une regie morale s'efforce d'abord d'6tablir le juste milieu entre dedain
du necessaire et recherche du superflu que doit trouver Yagathos kai politikos
anerP^ Puis est avance un argument historique: I'honorabilitf dont jouissait
a I'epoque le travail—et done le commerce
—
prouv6e par le vers 3 1 1 des
Travaux et des Jours. Plutarque rappelle:
En ce temps-la "travailler n'avait rien de honteux," comme dit H6siode, et
I'exercice d'un metier n'entrainait aucune discrimination.
Cette insistance sur I'absence de discrimination, note R. Flaceliere, vient
peut-etre de ce que dans "I'aristocratique Beotie" natale de Plutarque, il
existait des prejuges tenaces, au point que, selon Aristote,^' etait exclu des
fonctions publiques tout homme n'ayant pas cesse son activitd lucrative
depuis plus de dix ans.
Cet 6tat d'esprit influence peut-etre la reconstruction du passe a laquelle
se livre Plutarque qui en fait un n6gatif du pr6sent; en tout cas, il est net
qu'Hesiode figure ici comme le representant de la mentalit6 d'autrefois, sans
plus de pr6cision, et il est fort aventurd de suggerer a partir de cette citation
que "Plutarque semble placer Hesiode k I'epoque de Solon, bien que le po6te
des Travaux paraisse avoir vecu vers le milieu du Vllleme siecle." En
ecrivant cela, R. Flaceliere montre bien comment meme les specialistes les
plus eminents peuvent parfois se laisser aller h appliquer nos propres
methodes a Plutarque, cherchant des dates precises la oil il se contente
d'approximations.22
Qu'Hesiode soit bien a ses yeux le representant d'une sagesse ancienne
aux contours chronologiques des plus flous (ev xoiq Tote xpovoi<;), on le
voit aussi dans la Vie de Thesee, quand est 6voqu6e la figure du sage Pitthee,
grand-pere du heros (Thes. 3. 2-3):
II acquit la plus grande reputation en se montrant I'homme le plus savant et
le plus sage qui fut de son temps. Cette sagesse etait, semble-t-il, du
meme genre et du meme caractere que celle qui permit a Hesiode d'ecrire ce
qui surtout fit sa gloire: les sentences que renferme son poeme des Travaux.
Et de preciser que, selon Aristote, une de ces sentences serait meme reprise
de Pitthde. Avec ou sans cet emprunt, Hesiode foumit un point de rep6re
commode pour d6fmir une sagesse gnomique, essentiellement morale, qui
6tait celle des temps anciens et qui rbgne toujours k I'dpoque de Solon. Si
^ Sur cette question chere I Plutarque, voir la Comparaison d'Arislide et de Colon I'Ancien et
Per. 16. 7.
2' Pol. 3. 3. 4, 1278 a 25 citfi pas R. FaceUfere, C.U.F. H, n; 1, p. 12.
^ Dans la demiere edition de la Vie de Solon, L. Piccirelli (Verona 1977) 1 17 denonce sans
detour I'assenion de R. Flaceliere conune erronfie, mais, tres curieusement, fait de cette
evocation de la mentality d'^poque I'expression du sentiment de Plutarque ("per Plutarcho, che si
basa suU'autorita di Esiodo [Op. 311], nessun lavoro e degradante ...").
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Ton continue la lecture de la Vie de Solon, Plutarque explique en effet au
chapitre 3:
[§ 6] D eut, cotnme la plupart des sages de son temps, une pr6dilection
particuliere pour cette partie de la philosophic qui a trait a la morale et a la
politique alors que, dans les sciences physiques, il se montre d'une
simplicite par trop archaique.
Et, apr^s une nouvelle citation illustrant cette simplicite, il poursuif
[§ 8] II semble, en somme, que seule la sophia de Thales poussa alors par
la theorie au-dela de I'utiUte pratique, tandis que c'est a leur merite politique
que les autres durent leur renom de sophia.
Cet 61argissement du point de vue fait apparaitre deux formes de sophia,
inscrites dans une certaine perspective historique. II semble que prddomine
d'abord une sagesse eprise d'utilite et privilegiant le politique—celle de
Pitthee, d'Hesiode, de Solon et de la plupart de ses contemporains
—; puis se
d6veloppa une forme appuyde sur la theoria et attach6e a la connaissance des
ph6nom6nes physiques dont Thal6s fut un precurseur. Se dessine ainsi une
certaine vision de I'histoire de la philosophie dont on trouve 9a et Ik des
el6ments dans les Vies.
Ainsi Mnesiphilos de Phrdarres, maitre de Th6mistocle, est-il pr6sent6
comme "n'etant ni un rheteur, ni I'un de ces philosophes qu'on appelle
physiciens, mais faisant profession de ce qu'on nommait alors sophia et qui
etait en r6alit6 I'habilete politique et I'intelligence pratique, conservdes
fidelement par lui comme une doctrine heritee de Solon" {Them. 2. 6).
Cette sagesse politique, precise-t-il encore dans la Vie de Pericles [4. 2]
pour Damon, dans la Vie de Lycurgue [4. 2-4] pour le Cretois Thales,
d'aucuns I'ont dissimulee d'abord sous le nom de musique: dans ces
passages, I'influence de I'historique de Protagoras dans le dialogue du meme
nom ne fait guere de doute.^^
Probablement influencee par Platon et transmise dans les ecoles, une
certaine vision de I'histoire de la philosophie pent ainsi etre reconstituee
avec une premiere sagesse politique et gnomique, 6ventuellement dissimulee
sous un autre nom, puis le developpement de I'intdret pour les phenom6nes
physiques et de la theoria qui acquit d6finitivement droit de cit6 avec le divin
Platon, comme I'explique la digression sur la connaissance des Eclipses dans
\eVie deNicias.^
^ Prol. 316 d-e: "Pour moi, j'ose affirmer que la profession de sophiste est ancienne, mais
ceux qui la pratiquaient dans les premiers temps, craignant la defaveur qui s'y aUache, la
praliquaient sous le deguisement ou le voile de la po^sie, comme Homere, Hesiode, Simonide
ou des mysteres et des oracles . . . J'ai remarqu6 que quelques-uns meme I'abritaient derriere la
gymnastique .
. .; c'est sous le manteau de la musique que voire Agalhocles, ce grand sophiste,
s'est cache .
.
." (traduction E. Chambry).
^Nic. 23. 2 sqq.: "Le premier de tous a avoir iraite par €chl des phases de la lune avec
beaucoup de nettete et de hardiesse, a savoir Anaxagore, n'£tait pas lui-meme bien ancien a cette
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11 n'est pas surprenant de voir Platon marquer le grand toumant de la
philosophic; il est plus piquant de le voir figurer dans notre chapitre de la
Vie de Solon au nombre de ceux qui montrent qu'a I'^poque le commerce
n'etait pas deshonorant
—
puisqu'il vendit de I'huile en Egypte -, aux c6t6s de
gens aussi divers que Protis, fondateur de Marseille, Thalfes et Hippocrate le
math6maticien. Cette collection h6t6roclite de personnages d'6poques vari6es
censes illustrer la mentalite ancienne et parmi lesquels Platon fait tache,
montre bien comment I'esprit de Plutarque fonctionne par grandes idees
generales: il s'agit de montrer I'honorabilite du commerce, et oubliant qu'il
I'a circonscrite ev -uoiq tote xpovoiq, il enumere tous les hommes illustres
qui I'ont pratique, descendant meme jusqu'a Platon; s'agit-il de dessiner
revolution des connaissances et de la sagesse, il se contente de grandes
lignes sans reperes chronologiques avec de vagues tore ou oye.
Ainsi, si datations et synchronismes peuvent sporadiquement I'interesser
quand il s'agit de personnages—a preuve les r6flexions sur I'impossibilite
d'apres les tables chronologiques d'une rencontre entre Solon et Cresus,^
—
de telles considerations ne s'etendent ni aux faits ni aux textes cit6s.
Plutarque exploite ces demiers,^* sans consid6ration de temps, pour appuyer
une idee generale, par exemple "Solon n'aimait pas I'argent" ou pour
illustrer les consequences d'un acte, comme I'impopularite de la derobade de
Nicias. Parfois meme il semble s'interesser plus k la citation en soi qu'a ce
qu'elle pent apporter au recit: c'est ce que j'ai propose d'appeler la "citation-
monument." Monument ou document, le texte cite est, en tout etat de
cause, hors du temps; toujours disponible dans le present, il est pret a
s'inscrire dans la biographic au moment narrativement opportun, qui ne
coincide pas necessairement avec le moment historique de sa composition.
Cette desinvolture chronologique de Plutarque, qui rappelle la pratique des
citations des rheteurs, denaturant sans scrupule des extraits de poetes pour les
faire entrer dans leurs vues au mepris du sens propre des passages dans leur
contexte et dans leur epoque, cette d6sinvolture si 6trang6re a nos propres
conceptions ne doit jamais etre perdue de vue par le commentateur modeme:
sa vigilance se relachant, il risque en effet de se laisser emporter tout
naturellement a des inductions chronologiques hasardeuses ou a des
date et son ouvrage . . . 6tait encore secret et circulait entre un petit nombre d'initi^s ... En
effet, on ne supportait guere les physiciens ni ceux qu'on appelait les mfiteorologues, parce qu'en
rapportant tout a des causes depourvues de raison, a des forces aveugles et a des ^venements
necessaires, ils sapaient la puissance divine . . . Plus tard, la doctrine de Platon, qui re9ut un vif
eclat de la conduite de ce grand homme, et aussi du fait qu'elle subordonnait aux principes divins
et souverains le determinisme du monde physique, dissipa les preventions centre ces 6tudes et
ouvrit a tous la voie des sciences."
^ Sol. 27. 1; voir aussi Them. 2. 5 et 27. 1-2; Per. 27. 4; Numa 1 et Lye. 1.
^Meme pour les faits, Plutarque ne s'embarrasse pas toujours de chronologie el tend k les
prendre isol6ment a I'appui de tel ou tel trait du personnage, comme je m'attache i le montrer
dans la these que je prepare actuellement sur les rapports entre morale et histoire dans les Vies.
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discussions stdriles. L'oeuvre de Plutarque est assez riche et vaste pour
qu'on dvite le plus possible de telles deperditions d'6nergie et qu'on s'attache
k "etudier Plutarque lui-meme dans ses Vies," selon le conseil de
Wilamowitz sur lequel R. Flaceli6re a choisi de terminer I'introduction
generale a son edition des Vies: qu'il me soit permis de parachever cet
hommage en faisant mienne sa conclusion.

Notes on Plutarch: Pericles and Fabius
DAVID SANSONE
Per. 1. 1 Hevodc; xivaq ev 'Pcout) 7tA,ovo{o\)(; vuvmv ekyovo Kal
TtiGriKcov ev xoiq KoA-Ttoii; nepupepovxac; koi dyajtoivxaq
iSojv 6 Kaiaap d)(; eoiKev ripcoxTiaev ei 7tat5ia jtap'
avxoic; o\) xikxovoiv ai yvvaiKEi; ....
Most of Plutarch's commentators fail to indicate that this anecdote is
preserved also in Athenaeus (518f = FGrH 234 F 8). In a discussion of the
luxury-loving ways of the Sybarites, the author of the Deipnosophistae says
Ttpoq o\)q Kal To\)(; onoioix; toijtok; MaooavdooTi<; b twv MaupoDoicov
PaovA,e\)i; dneKpivaxo, coi; cpTjoi UxoXz\iLa\oc, ev oySoco 'Y7to|ivTm,dTcov,
^TiTotioiv o\)vcoveio0ai ni9T|K0u<;, 'nap' u^Tv, a omoi, a'l yuvaiKEc; oij
TiKTovoiv 7tai5ia;' From the obscurity and precision of Athenaeus'
reference and the contrasting vagueness (Julius Caesar or Caesar Augustus?)
of Plutarch's, it appears at first sight as though Plutarch has carelessly
ascribed to "Caesar" an incident that in fact belongs with the king of the
Numidians. But this cannot be the whole truth. In the first place, there
were no longer any Sybarites in the third century, when Massanassa was
born. (This troubled only Cobet, whose marginalia include the note,
"apparet aliquid excidisse in hanc sententiam Kal xohq ojioCotx; toutoii;
(opGfix; av iiq e'lTioi o ^eCvok; tioI);" cf. S. P. Peppink, Observationes in
Athenaei Deipnosophistas 1 [Leiden 1936] 1 and 69.) In the second place, it
is possible to find other instances in which Athenaeus has apparently lifted
material from Plutarch without acknowledgement, modified it in such a
manner as to disguise his borrowing and, in some cases, attributed the
material to a more obscure source. It is hoped that the following selection
may inspire another scholar to investigate this matter more thoroughly: at
576d Athenaeus attributes to a certain Zenophanes, to whose existence he is
our only witness, information concerning Cyrus' concubine Aspasia which
he could readily find at Plut. Per. 24. 11. At 419a he recounts, on the
authority of an otherwise unknown Megacles, an anecdote that Plutarch
{Cat. mai. 2. 2) derived probably from the writings of Cato. At 44b-c
Athenaeus attributes to "Aristotle or Theophrastus" the story of a certain
Philinus who ate and drank nothing but milk, which is merely a confused
version of what Athenaeus found at Plut. mor. 660e (see K. Hubert in
XAPITEE Friedrich Leo zum sechzigsten Geburtstag dargebracht [Berlin
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1911] 171 n. 1).
Per. 7. 7 6 5e xai x^ Srimp (Sauppe: tow Stijiov codd.), to ovvezeq
(pe\)YCOV KOI TOV Kopov, oiov EK 8iaA,Ein|idx<ov
ETtA-Tioia^ev . . .
The word oiov seems to have caused troubles for the commentators.
Amyot did not translate it and Koraes wished to delete it as superfluous.
(Not Cobet; "Cob." in Ziegler's apparatus is a misprint for "Cor.") The
note in the school commentary by Siefert and Blass reads, "das oiov auf den
ganzen Ausdruck und nicht etwa bloB auf ek 6iaA,ei(i|i.," which is neither
helpful nor even intelligible. Only Schaefer has seen that ek
SiaXEi^tid-ccov is a technical expression and that it belongs to medical
terminology. (For oiov excusing metaphors, see Alex. 11. 2, Cor. 21. 2,
Flam. 2. 2, Mar. 45. 4, Marc. 22. 5, Per. 8. 1, Pyrrh. 3. 6.) The
expression occurs some hundred times in the medical writers and only very
rarely elsewhere (Epicur. Epist. 3. 131, Jos. Ant. 1. 330, D. L. 10. 131,
Luc. de Domo 8). But Schaefer misleads by noting that "morbi dicuntur ek
8iaA.Ei^(idxcov ingruere." For, while the expression is used in this way by
the medical writers, it is also used by them to refer to the gradual
application of various treatments (e.g., Galen 6. 426. 6, 758. 8, 7. 942. 4,
10. 371. 9, 977. 3, 12. 413. 10, 13. 169. 10 Kuhn, Aetius latric. 2. 96 [=
186. 5 Olivieri]), and this is surely a more appropriate association here.
Plutarch portrays Pericles as the skillful physician, who supplies remedies
at just the right time and in the appropriate quantities. Compare 15. 1
Hi^.o-6jiEVO(; dxEXVCoi; iaxpov 7toiK{A,a) vooT|naTi, Kal (laKpS Kaxd
Kaipov ^lEV Ti5ovd(; dpXaPEii;, Kaxd Kavpov 5e 5tiy|j.o\)i; Kal <pdpp.aKa
TtpoatpEpovxa oonripia and 34. 5 KaGdnEp [7tp6<;] laTpov
-ii TtaxEpa xfi
voacp TiapacppovrioavTEi; dSiKEiv ETtEXECpTjoav. This notion of the
statesman as physician (which shows up in the Lives also at Agis 31.7,
Brut. 55. 2, Cam. 9. 3, Dion 37. 7, Lye. 4. 4 and Marc. 24. 2) is Platonic;
cf Dodds on PI. Gorg. 503d5-505bl2 (and add Gorg. 521a). For Plutarch's
interest in medicine, see F. Fuhrmann, Les images de Plutarque (Paris 1964)
41-43.
Per. 9. 1 akXox 5e jcoA-Xoi jtpwTov xin' ekeivov cpaoi tov St^hov
EJti KA.Tipo\)xia(; Kal SECopiKct Kal nioGSv Siavonai;
TcpoaxGfivai, KaKwi; £9io9£vxa Kal yevohevov 7toA.-OTeX.fi
Kal dK6A,aaTov . . .
The Bude translation reads, "il lui donna de mauvaises habitudes."
Similarly Perrin ("thereby falling into bad habits") and Scott-Kilvert ("they
fell into bad habits"). But there seems to be no parallel for KaKS(;
E9io0EVTa in this meaning. The closest is apparently mor. 532c oiSxcog
E0io0£i(;, but the preceding eGioteov . . . KaXEiv shows that an infinitive
is to be supplied. Although Plutarch does occasionally use eBiCco
absolutely with the meaning "habituate" (Phil. 14. 4, mor. 18b, 329a,
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616b, 982e), the following passages rather suggest that KaKc6<; refers to the
disapproval expressed by the "many others" and that Plutarch originally
included an infinitive dependent upon £0io9evTa: Cor. 11. 6 KaXroq
eGi^ovtei; . . . TiYEioGai, Sol. 18. 6 opGcoc; eBv^ovToq . . .
ouvaioGdveoGav, mor. 41b opGc*; tccxvd Kal 7ioX,itiKC0<; eGi^ovxeq . . .
ayeoGai, 132e eGi^o^ievoi KaXwi; nfi X^iz\\, 528f opGcoq eGi^cav . . .
5e5iEvai, 534a KaKWi; eGi^ei . . . d|iTJveoGai. The general meaning of
the infinitive is suggested by the passage that Plutarch clearly had in mind,
PI. Gorg. 515e flepiKA-ea nejioiriKevai 'AGrivaiotx; dpyovi; Kai 6eiXo\)(;
Kal X^Xo\)<; Kal cpi^pyupOTx;, zic, |ivo0o<popiav Ttponov KaTaotTjoav-ca.
Perhaps something like (xaXaKl^EoGai or, better, KaGfjoGav has dropped
out before Ka{.
Per. 11. 1 01 5' ctpioxoKpaxiKoi, neyiotov nev tiSti tov OepiK^eo
Kal TtpooGev opmvtei; yeyovoTa xoiv TtoXixoJv, PouXonevoi
5' onoji; Eivai Tiva tov Jtpoi; avxov avxixaaoonEvov ev
xfi jtoXei Kal XTiv 5-uvamv duPX.'uvovTa . . .
What is the force of the article before npo<^ av>x6v? The sentence would
read as well or better without it and, indeed, most translators behave as
though it did not exist. It does exist, however, at least in the manuscripts,
and some account must be taken of it. Holden simply refers to Goodwin
SMT §825, which states that "the participle with the article may be used
substantively, like any adjective." But why should Plutarch wish to refer to
"the man opposed to him" rather than simply "some man"? (The use of the
article with th& future participle, e. g. Fab. 3. 7, 16. 6, 18. 1, Flam. 7. 1,
Phil. 12. 2, Them. 19. 2, to refer to an indefinite person or persons is not
comparable; if it were, there would be no need of -civa here.) Amyot sensed
the difficulty and translated, "voulans qu'il y eust quelcun de leur part"
(reading xiva xfi»v 7tp6<; avz&vl). Similarly Bryan, perhaps influenced by
Amyot, commented, "malim xiva auxcov, aliquem ex suo numero." But it
seems otiose to specify that the aristocrats wanted "one of their own" to
oppose Pericles. I think it more likely that xov represents the ending of
some adjective, the beginning of which has fallen out. If Plutarch had
written xvva Swaxov Jipoi; avzbv, the corruption would be readily
explained (AYNA = TINA) and the sense excellent. The aristocratic party
wished that there be some man of influence opposing him (for avxix. npbq
+ ace, cf. Arist. 1. 2), and so they chose Thucydides, the son-in-law or
brother-in-law of Cimon, as Pericles' antagonist.
Per. 28. 5 eSe^iouvto koI oxEcpdvoii; oveSovv Kal xaiviaiq
WOJlEp a0X,TlXTlV VlKTl<p6pOV
Surprisingly, commentators do not cite what is surely the source of this
anecdote, Thuc. 4. 121. 1 xov Bpaoi6av xd x' aXXa KaX6i(; E5E^avxo
Kal 8Tmooia ^ev xpvoSi oxecpdvto dvE6Tiaav . . . i5ia 6£ Exaivio-uv xe
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Kal Jtpooripxovxo coojiep a0X,TiTTi. But it is not simply the case that
Plutarch took Thucydides' anecdote about Brasidas and transferred it to
Pericles. The same anecdote had already been applied (by Theopompus?) to
Alcibiades: Nepos, Ale. 6. 3 omnes ilium prosequebantur et id quod
numquam antea usu venerat nisi Olympiae victoribus coronis aureis (laurels
Westermann) taeniisque (Muretus: aeneisque codd.) vulgo donabatur; PluL
Ale. 32. 3 npb<^ ekeivov ouvxpexovTei; eP6(ov, TjoTtd^ovTo, TiapETie^Ttov,
EoxEcpdvow 7ipo(ji6vte(;, perhaps under the influence of Plato's portrait
(Symp. 212d-e) of Alcibiades at Agathon's symposium: ETiiotfivai etiI
xac, Qvpac, EotEcpavcoiiEvov autov kittov te xivi oTEcpdvro 6aoEi Kal
I'cov, Kal -zaiviaq E^ovTa etiI ir[q Ke(paXr[c,. According to Ephorus (D.
S. 13. 68. 3), the Athenian generals returning to Athens in 408 B.C.
crowned their own triremes, which practice Duris attributed to Alcibiades:
Athen. 535c (also Eustath. ad II. 16. 419-20 = 3. 876. 20-21 van der Valk)
EOTECpdvcooE lOLq 'ATXiKdq TpiT|pEi(; QakXa Kal \iizpaic, Kal TawCaK;.
Per. 28. 6 'tovx',' e'tpri, '0a^)^aa'td, JlepiKA-eiq, kui a^ia
aT£(()dvcov, 05 . . .'
According to Holden, "o<; is used as if (tauxd) oov had preceded."
But, although he is usually keen to provide parallels for grammatical
constructions, he gives none here, and Reiske was perhaps right to introduce
an antecedent for the relative pronoun. He supplied aov la before
Gauiiaoid. Ziegler modified Reiske's conjecture and wrote 9au|iaaTd
(oou). But Reiske's proposal is unidiomatic, and Ziegler's can be nothing
more than a mere guess, for it is not immediately apparent why oou should
have dropped out. Much more attractive, both from the point of view of
sense and from that of palaeographical likelihood, would be 0at)(iaai:d
(-cd ad). For the relative referring to the noun implied in a possessive
pronoun, see [Aesch.] PV 752-53 lovc, Enouq dGXoxx; (pipoic,, otw. Soph.
OT 1193-96 Tov oov 5ai|iova, tov oov, w tXoliiov OiSiJtoSa, . . . oozv;,
OC 730-31 xfiq Ejifjc; etieiooSo-o, ov, Xen. Cyr. 5. 2. 15 oiKia . . . ti
v)|XET£pa . . ., 01, Isocr. Panath. 191 Tfi<; 8' fmE-cEpai; (sc. tioXecoc;) etv
PaoiXE-oo^EVTn;, Ecp' wv. In the end, however, the manuscript reading can
likely be defended. For the relative pronoun, without antecedent expressed,
introducing a relative clause with causal force, see the passages cited by Jebb
on Soph. OC 263.
Per. 31. 4 x6 5e ox^V^o. xriq xt\p6<^, ctvaxeivo-uoTii; 56pv npo xr\(i
ovemq TOW riepiKAiovq . . .
Scott-Kilvert translates, quite correctly, "The position of the hand,
which holds a spear in front of Pericles' face . . ." But the hand in question
is that of Pericles, and xov IlEpiKXEouq is as unwelcome in Greek as
"Pericles'" is in English. The words should be deleted. They entered the
text either from an interlinear notation by a reader or from tov IIepikXeo-o^
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EiKova immediately above.
Fab. 4. 6 Eii^axo zolq 9eoiq Eviavxov |iev aiySv Kai owmv Kal
TcpoPocTcov Kal PoSv eitiyovTiv, ootiv "IxaA-iac; opri koi
TceSia Kal jcoTajxol Kal XeihSvei; e'ic, apav Eoonevtiv
GpevoDOi, KOTaGwaEiv ajtavxa (UMA: oJtavTai; S).
Clearly the reading of S is a mere error. But is anavta, which all
editors print, possible Greek? The only construction for it is in some
adverbial capacity. (It cannot be internal accusative, like noXXa
KaTa9uoavxe(; Caes. 63. 12, as that would leave no construction for
ETiiyovTiv.) And so the Bud6 translation renders, "il promit de I'immoler
enti6rement." But this is an odd way of saying something for which there
exists, in any case, a perfectly clear expression (namely oXoKa-oxeiv; in
Plut. only mor. 694b), for one would expect the adverb to be navxcoq.
Both sense and grammar would seem to require anaaotv. For the pattern
oooq-clause + verb + form of naq, see Cim. 10. 7 oaa wpai KaXa
(fipo-oai xpfjaGai Kal Xa^pdveiv ctTiavxa, Phil. 16. 5 oooi 5' riaav vito
xmv T-updvvcov d7io6e8Ei7^evoi 7toA.iTai xriq I,na.pii\q, netcoKi^ev
ixnav-zaq and Pomp. 30. 1 '6or\c, AeuKoXXoi; apxei X^ipac, Kal
Suvd^emi;, IIohtitiiov napaXaPovxa naoav. Plutarch elsewhere has
rather lengthy oaoq-clauses followed by forms of nac, referring to the
antecedent; cf. Ages. 19. 2, Caes. 48. 3, Eum. 10. 2, Thes. 35. 3 and
especially mor. 325e ooa yfi cpepei Kal GdAxxooa Kal vfiooi Kal TiJteipov
Kal TioTanol Kal 8£v6pa Kal ^fi»a Kal 7te5ia Kal opri Kal iiexaXXa,
ndvTcov dnapxaq.
Fab. 6. 6 Povq . . . ekeXevoe ovX-XaPovxE^ dvaSiiaai 5aSa npbq
EKaoTov KEpac; t\ A.'uycov f\ (pp'oyavajv avcov (pockeXov.
A. J. Kronenberg {Mnem. 1 [1934] 162) notes, "Et ipsa res suadet ut
corrigamus Kal A-uycov et Livii historia XXII 16, 7: 'faces undique ex
agris conlectae fascesque virgaium atque aridi sarmenti praeligantur comibus
boum.' Saepius in mss. confunduntur Kal et r\." Livy, the sense of the
passage and palaeographical considerations would be equally well satisfied if
we wrote instead Kal cppuydvcov. For the corruption, see Cato mai. 9. 12,
23. 5 (Kal UA: fi S), 20. 10 (f| S: Kal UA) and especially 13. 5 (fj
xafyc, Kal S: ti xd^iq ii UA).
Fab. 7. Txavx' (XKOuaac; 6 ^dPioq xfiv jxev opyfiv E(pEpE npamq,
z5)v TioA-ixcov, xpi'mo'ta 5' o-uk e'xcov, 8ia\|/£\)oao0ai 5e
Tov 'AvviPav Kttl jcpoEoGai zohc, JtoXixai; oii)x oitojiEvtov
It is awkward for xcov tioXitmv and zovc, noXixaq to refer, in the same
sentence, to different groups. For it was not "the citizens" whom Fabius
could not bear to betray, but the legionaries captured by Hannibal (cf. Cato
min. 30. 5 ofxiipa 5' ou Ttporjoexai). One possibility would be to read xoix;
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bnXixaq (for this easy corraption, see e. g., Jos. Vit. 372). Cassius Dio fir.
57. 35 Boissevain, however, appears to confirm the correctness of the word
noXixaq, but suggests that it needs to be somehow qualified: 6 <E>aPio5
zovc, noXiiaq {xohc, Bekker) ev zali; itplv |J.dxai(; ^(oypriGevxaq zohq
|xev avSpa dvx' dvSpoq eKO|xioai;o. (Cf. Fab. 1. 5 dvSpa nev dv8pl
Xt>eo9ai tGv dX,iaKO|XEvcov.) Read, therefore, T0V9 {aXovxctc,)
noXixac^, vel sim.
Fab. 9. 1 GopvPo^ Sifi^e xov 5rmo\) JtoXix;
For the expression, cf. Pomp. 68. 3 naviKoi xiveq Gop-oPoi
5idTTovT£(; e^aveoxTjoav at)T6v. One would have thought that the
simple genitive with Sifi^e was impossible in prose—it is certainly
unexampled in Plutarch—but for Jos. BJ 6. 298 (paXayyeq evonXoi
8idTT0\)oai Twv vecpSv.
Fab. 20. 6 evpcv eptoxi 7tai8ioKTi(; Kaxexonevov tov dvSpa xal
Kiv5\)ve\)ovxa naxpai; bbovq eKocatOTe, (poixwvxa npbq
EKEivTiv djco xov oxpaxoiccSov.
Ziegler seems to have been the first to punctuate after eKdoToxe.
Earlier editors had omitted punctuation, perhaps because they did not feel
confident that they knew whether the adverb went with what precedes or
with what follows. While Ziegler is to be commended for refusing to sit on
the fence, he has, 1 think, come down on the wrong side. The adverb, which
means "on several occasions," goes with (poixcbvca, as at Ages. 7. 1 oxXot)
(povTwvToq EJil zaq Gupaq eKdoToxe and mor. 543a tt^v 'AGrivav
EtpaoKEV avza (poixwoav eic, 6v|/iv EKdoxoxE xohq v6|xou<; {xpriyEioGav.
Fab. 21. 3aioxpov Se nex' avdyioic; ovSev
Although reference to Euripides is not explicitly made, this should be
added to the testimonia to Eur. fr. 757. 9 Nauck (= Hypsipyle fr. 60. 96a
Bond), which Plutarch elsewhere cites in the form 6£iv6v ydp ou5ev tSv
dvayKtticov PpoxoTi; {mor. Ilia, 117d; cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. 4. 7. 53 [=
p. 273. 4 Stahlin]), but which is quoted by Stobaeus as ov)k aioxpov o\)6£v
xwv dvayKaCcov ^poxdic, (Eel. 3. 29. 56).
Fab. 22. 5 EvxavGa nevxoi Sokei <piA.oTiniai; iixxcov yeveo9ai-
xovc, ydp Bpexxiovq itptoxo'ui; dTcoocpdxxeiv eKeX,evaev, iaq
\iT[ TtpoSoaia XTiv jto^iv e'xcov <pavEp6(; yevoixo.
What Fabius feared was not the revelation that he held the city through
treachery, but that he had captured it through treachery. See 21. 1 xfiv 8e
Tapavxivcov noXiv eoxev EaA,(oia)iav ek TipoSooiaq. Two possibilities
readily suggest themselves, oxcov and eXcov. The former is unlikely, as the
aorist participle of (uncompounded) e'xw is rare in Plutarch, occurring only
at Nic. 13. 11 and mor. 1071f. By contrast, the aorist participle of aipeco
is found nearly forty times in Plutarch in the masculine nominative singular
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alone, often with the name of a city as the direct object (Ale. 20. 2, Alex. 9.
1, 17. 2, Ant. 3. 7, Aral. 36. 3, Cor. 29. 1, Crass. 2. 4, 6. 6, Djon 29. 6,
Lmc. 46. 1, L)'5. 9. 5, Marc. 24. 3, /?o/n. 24. 4, Sm/Za 43. 5, Tim. 22. 4,
mor. 97c, 183b, 195f, 199c, 201e, 816a). At mor. 195f the reference is
precisely to Fabius' capture of Tarentum, and at Cat. mat. 2. 3 we read
<E)ap{o-u 6£ Ma^ino-o ttiv TapavTivcov noXiv kXovzoq. For the
corruption, compare Arist. 23. 1 napeX6\jLevoc,] 7iapEx6nevo(; S, Dion 29.
6 E^wy] e'xcov Q, mor. 51b eXrav Courier: e%cov codd., Aesch. Ag.
1288 eiXov Musgrave: eixov codd.
Fab. 23. 2 waitep dGXriTfiq dyaBoi; eTtaycovi^onevoc; x^ 'Avv{Pa
KOI pa5ito<; 6cjtoA.\)6(iEvoi; awtov xdi; Jtpd^eii;, Moitep
annaxa Kai A,aPd(; oukexi xov avxov Exovaaq xovov.
The expression dnoX-uoixevoq auxov xai; npa^eii; is odd, and the
translations ("dejoud facilement toutes les tentatives" Bude, "baffling all his
undertakings" Perrin, "frustrating his opponent's moves" Scott-Kilvert) give
unexampled meanings to either cxtioXuoiievcx; or jtpa^EK;. The meaning of
the former should be "extricating himself from," as is clear from C. Gracch.
15. 5 laq 7tepvPoA,ai; anoXvaonievoq atJ-cTiq and from the wrestling
metaphor in which this is embedded. For the latter we need a word meaning
something like "attacks, onslaughts," preferably one that is appropriate to
the athletic context. Such a word is npoapd^Eii;. As often, a rare word has
been corrupted into a common one. Plutarch does not elsewhere use the
word, but he has ouppa^K; (Ages. 18. 3, Cues. 44. 8, Eum. 1. 5, Mar. 26.
10, mor. 339b) and the verbs ovppdooEiv {Pel. 17. 6) and Katappdooeiv
{Caes. 44. 6). Pollux (Onom. 3. 155) lists pdooEiv among technical
wrestUng terms. For this use of the verb and its compounds, see P. Von der
Muhll, Mus. Helv. 21 (1964) 51-53. The uncompounded noun pd^iq
occurs nowhere outside of Buck and Petersen's Reverse Index of Greek
Nouns and Adjectives, where it is attributed to Plutarch (p. 602), as a result
of a misunderstanding of the entry in Stephanus' Thesaurus, which reads,
"pd^iq, tax;, r\, o9ev ovppa^ic,, Conflictus acierum. Bud. ex Plut."
Fab. 29(2). 3 'AGrivaioii; |iEv toq nepiKX-fj^ npoiyv<o koI
jcpoEirtEv eteXe-uxtioev 6 ItoXEHOi;.
Perhaps c6o(nEp) riEpiKA-fiq. Cf. Per. 34. 4 rooJiep e^ dpxfi<; 6
riEpvKXfic; npoTiyopeuoEv, Arist. 19. 1 coojtEp avzSi JipoeaTin.T|VE to
'A|i(pidp£co navxEiov, Hdt. 1. 86. 5 Jidvxa dnoPEPriKoi xfi Ttep EKEivoq
tine, 8. 86 oiov TiEp drtEPri, Xen. Ages. 1. 29 wonEp npoEinEv, Jos. Ant.
16. 81 TO 8' ovx (oantp iv6r\atv dTtEp-ri. The loss of -JtEp before IlEp- is
understandable and can, in fact, be paralleled in the manuscripts of Plutarch.
At Cor. 12. 5, manuscripts U and A have woTiEp TtEpiooco^a (or -tt-)
while N reads cooTiEp ei aG)\ia. At mor. 417b the same phrase is
transmitted in the manuscripts of Plutarch, but those of Eusebius, who
quotes this passage at Praep. Evang. 5. 4. 3, have (according to Mras'
3 1
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edition) (oq TiepixTcoiia. The same corruption is found at Xen. An. 1.5. 3,
where some manuscripts read (nq nipSiKeq for cooirep Jtep8iKe<;, and at D.
H. Amm. 8, where the manuscripts give ax; nEpiKA,fi<; in a quotation from
ArisL Rhet. 141 la2, the manuscripts of which read coonep nepiicXfiq.
Fab. 30(3). 2 avdpac, ayaQovc, Kai apiaxoKpaxiKovq eiq (pDyfiv
UTt' a-UTOu KOI ToiSoxpaKov eKJiEoovxai;.
The only possible syntax for xo-iSoTpaKov is following ei<;. But
"banished into exile and ostracism" is nonsense. Read with Sauppe (Philol.
54 [1895] 575) e^Jteoovxaq, "being subjected to exile and ostracism
through his agency." At Them. 10. 10 the manuscripts are divided between
EKTteoeiv and e|iiteaeiv. Here, given the context, it was inevitable that
E|i- be corrupted to ek-. For the meaning, compare Ale. 13. 9 ox)5Eiq
EVETiiJixEv Eii; xouTov xov KoA,ao|i.6v (sc. xov E^ooTpaKianov!), Crass. 1.
5 Evq XT|v i)7toviav ekewtiv ivineaz, Demosth. 31. 4 Eiq aixiav
a(p\)Kxov £|i7CEo6vTa, Rom. 27. 3 Eic; bnovvav Kal 8iaPoA,Tiv evetieoe,
mor. 855d Ei^ xtiv xpayiKiiv eutiitixeiv Kaxdpav, Demosth. 18. 292 6i*
E\x' ziq jtpdYiiaxa (pdoKcov £|j,7tEOEiv tt^v jtoXvv, LXX Is. 10. 4 xou |iti
E|i3iEOEiv Eli; EnaYCornv, Polyb. 20. 11. 10 zlq uTtovj/iaq Kal SiaPoXd^
E^TiEocbv, 21. 5. 3 eic, xtiv aA.-ooiv evetieoov (cf. also 15. 21. 5, 22. 13.
9, 32. 2. 8, 39. 7. 7).i
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Is Plutarch Fair to Nikias?*
ANASTASIOS G. NIKOLAIDIS
It is almost generally admitted that Plutarch was of a kindly and well-
meaning nature, and that, owing to this, he had a tendency to look
sympathetically at historical figures, bring into relief the good aspects of a
man's character rather than the bad ones, and treat with leniency and
understanding the weaknesses and shortcomings of his heroes.^
Acknowledged exceptions, although not on moral but on philosophical or
philological grounds, are his fierce attacks against the Stoics and the
Epicureans and, above all, his treatise on the malignity of Herodotus. The
aim of this paper is to indicate a similar exception of this kind, which
occurs in the Lives and concerns Plutarch's unexpectedly severe judgement
on Nikias, and to try to give some explanation for it.
Plutarch's prejudice against Nikias is perhaps most evident in the
Comparison with Crassus, but several unfavorable judgements and
innuendos can be also discerned in the Life proper. This does not mean that
Plutarch never praises Nikias nor that he altogether rejects him. It only
means that, contrary to his usual tendency (in other Lives) of stressing the
*A version of this paper was presented at a conference of the International Plutarch Society in
Athens, June 1987. I am grateful to Dr. A. J. Gossage for reading my manuscript and offering
several useful comments and suggestions. The following works will be cited only by author
and/or abbreviated title: W. R. Connor, Thucydides (Princeton 1984); A. W. Gomme, A.
Andrewes and K. J. Dover, A Historical Commentary on Thucydides (hereafter //CT). vols. HI
and IV (Oxford 1956, 1970); G. Grote, History ofGreece, vols. V and VI (London 1888); H. D.
Westlake, "Nicias in Thucydides" (hereafter NTj.CQ 35 (1941) 58-65. and Individuals in
Thucydides (hereafter /T), (Cambridge 1968).
' Cf. R. H. Barrow. Plutarch and his Times (London 1967) 147: "It was a mind essentially
kindly, unwilling to think ill of anyone, tolerant . . ."; F. H. Sandbach. "Plutarch" in Camb.
Anc. Hist. XI (1936) 700: "He was deeply interested in people and always ready ... to find
good in them"; A. J. Gossage, "Plutarch" in Latin Biography, ed. T. A. Dorey (London 1967)
56: "Plutarch is more clearly concerned to present a character in a good light and to reject
evidence suggestive of blemishes"; and H. A. Holden in the Introduction of his Nikias
(Cambridge 1887) XLHI speaks of Plutarch's "all-absorbing desire to exhibit his hero in the
most favorable light."
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good qualities of his heroes, in this Life he appears to try to bring into relief
the faults of Nikias.^
In the second chapter Plutarch mentions Aristotle's opinion that Nikias
was one of the three best Athenian politicians, as far as their goodwill
towards the people was concemed,^ and then proceeds to explain why the
demos, although they had their own champion, Kleon, also favored and
supported Nikias. The reason, according to Plutarch, was not only Kleon's
rapacity and effrontery,'* but mainly NiMas' own political conduct, which, by
being neither harsh nor offensive but, on the contrary, blended with some
circumspection, gave the impression that he actually feared the multitude.^
Moreover, Plutarch continues, Nikias was by nature timid and pessimistic
(2. 5: d0apofi<; Kal 6uoEA,7ti<;), although in war he managed to hide his
cowardice thanks to his good fortune; for on the whole he was a successful
general {ib:. ev ^ev xolc, 7toA,eniKoi<; dneKpvjixEv tx)xx>%\.(x rfiv 5eiXiav
KaxcopBoD ydp 6|i.aA.ro(; otpaxriYcov
—
(cf. also p. 4 below). In other
words, Plutarch tells us here that Nikias' achievements on the battlefield
were not the result of any ability but rather of his good fortune, which,
moreover, concealed his innate cowardice. Thucydides, however, whom
Plutarch greatly respects and follows closely in this Life, says absolutely
nothing to this effect.*
Another manifestation of Nikias' cowardice, according to Plutarch, was
his pusillanimity in political life and his sensitiveness regarding slanders (2.
6: TO 5' EV xfi TtoA-ixeia a)/o<po5ee(; Kal npoi; loxic, cuKOcpdvTaq
E-oGop-uPriTov a\)Tot)). In order to avoid a calumny, Nikias would buy the
prospective slanderer off, says Plutarch, and in general his cowardice was a
source of revenue for scoundrels (4.3: Kal oA-coq TtpoooSoq riv auxou xoiq
XE rtovTjpoic;
-n
5EiA,{a). These characteristics, Plutarch observes, made him
popular with the masses, since they betrayed his fear of the demos, but they
also occasioned humiliating remarks on the part of the comic poets with
whom, however, Plutarch appears to agree.^
Chapter 3 deals with Nikias' magnificent choral and gymnastic
exhibitions, his lavish donations and various other offerings to the Athenian
^ This has been already noted by Westlake, NT 64: "Plutarch's tone is more critical in the
Nicias than in most Lives."
' The other two are Thucydides, son of Milesias, and Theramenes (Alh. pol. 28. 5).
* Nik. 2. 2: avTiTa^na noio-unevcov auxov np6<; xtiv KXetovoq pSeXupiav Kal
•t6X,nav ... 2. 3: o\uac, 6e Kal xt)v nXeovc^iav aiixov Kal -rnv ixajioxrixa kuI x6
Gpdao(; optovxeq . . . ol noXXol xov NiKiav £7tr|YOVxo.
^ Nik. 2. 4: Kal ydp oiJK tJv avxjxTipov ov)5' citaxSeq a-yav aiixou x6 acjivov, aXX'
evXaPeia xivl (leniytiEvov, auxo) xm SeSievai Sokovvxi xouq jtoAAouc; 6imaY<070vv.
* See also below pp. 4-5. For Nikias' military abUities see HCT, vol. IV 462, and for
Plutarch's admiration of Thucydides cf. Nik. 1.1. Yet, as Westlake remarks {NT 64), many of
Plutarch's inferences from Thucydides' account are unfavorable (cf. n. 2 above).
''Nik. 4. 8: 'YitoSTiXoi 6e Kal Opuvixoi; x6 AGapoe? avxou koI KaxaneiiXrnftievov
ev xovxok;- 'Hv -ydp 7toX{xT|(; aifaSoi;, (b^ eu oi8' cyo), / koux inoxayelq ePd8i^Ev,
moitep NiKia?. See also earlier ib. 4. 4-7.
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people. Plutarch appears to recount the relevant details with certain
admiration, but the way he introduces us to Nikias' munificence is
somewhat disparaging. For he thinks fit to remember Perikles here and say
that he, leading the Athenians by means of real excellence and powerful
eloquence (3. 1: djio x' apeTfiq dX,ri0ivfi(; Kal Xoyov 5-ovdjieco<; ttiv
TioXiv ccycov), had no need to resort to such artifices in order to win them
over. Nikias, by contrast, lacking these qualities* but being excessively
rich, employed his wealth to secure popular favor {ib.: NiKtai; 5e touxok;
H.ev Xtmoiievoq, ovaia 5e Jtpoexwv, dn' autiiq eSTuxaycoYei).
A brief consideration of Plutarch's characterization of Perikles reveals
his bias from another angle. In the Life of Perikles he relates without
comment that Perikles, as a young man, was exceedingly fearful of the
multitude {Per. 7. 1: veoi; |iev mv o(p65pa i6v 8finov ev)>xcPeixo). Nor
does he find there any wrong with Perikles' policies to counterbalance
Kimon's popularity, policies involving assumed manners and simulation
which he obviously criticizes in Nikias. For Perikles, although relatively
rich and of a brilliant lineage, espoused the cause of the poor and the many
instead of that of the few and the rich, and this, Plutarch himself says, was
contrary to his nature which was anything but popular {Per. 1. 3: Jiapd
TTiv aiJTot) (pvoiv iiKioxa 5r||iOTiKTiv ouoav). Yet, being inferior to
Kimon in wealth, by means of which the latter supposedly allured the
populace, Perikles resorted to the distribution of public money {Per. 9. 2).
Plutarch relates all this, but neither in the Life of Perikles nor in the Life of
Kimon does he make any negative comment on the use of wealth for
winning public favor. He does so, however, in a rather less appropriate
context (for Nikias' generosity did not serve only his political ambitions; it
was partly due to his piety, as we shall see), namely in the Life of Nikias.
Thus he reduces Nikias' munificence to an artifice for winning public
support as opposed to the real excellence of Perikles, who had no need to
assume any "persuasive mannerisms" with the multitude.
Next, Plutarch characterizes Nikias' munificence as ostentatious and
vulgar (4. 1: noXu x6 . . . jtavnyupiKov Kal dyopaiov), but he also adds
that, judging from his character and manners, one could attribute it to his
reverent piety (e-ooepevaq EnaKoA,oij6-rma). This piety, however, he then
tries to disparage by quoting a certain Pasiphon, whom he never mentions
again in all his writings, who had written that Nikias would sacrifice every
day to the gods and keep a personal diviner in his house, only ostensibly to
consult him about public affairs; in reality he employed him for making
inquiries about his own private matters, especially in connection with his
silver mines at Laurion.
On account of his fear of informers Nikias avoided social intercourse
and familiar gatherings; his public duties undoubtedly took much of his
«Cf.alsoWora/w802D.
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time, but, even if he had no public business, he still stayed at home to
avoid people (5. 2: 6-oanp6cjo5oq t|v Kal 5\)oevTe\)KT0(;, oiKoupSv Kal
KaTaKEKA,eijievo(;). This reminds us again of the way of life which
Perikles had adopted,' possibly on the advice of Anaxagoras, whom Plutarch
admires. Here, however, the man who helped Nikias to acquire a similar
dignity, a certain Hiero, is rather slightingly said to have supported him by
representing him to the people as one who labored busily for the sake of the
city. 10
The early military activity of Nikias is also presented in a rather
unfavorable light. For Nikias, according to Plutarch, seeing that the
eminent and powerful commanders were finally discredited by the people,
despite their successes, tried to avoid major and difficult commands and was
content with generalships of secondary importance. But even in these his
chief aim was safety and therefore he was most successful, of course (6. 2:
onox) 5' autoi; oxpaxe-ooiTO xr\q aaipaXtiaq i%6[ie\'oc, Kal xa nXtlaxa
KaxopGcov, aw; eiKoi; . . . ).'i Moreover, Plutarch continues, all these
successes Nikias would not ascribe to his own abilities or valor but to
fortune and the divine powers, so as to escape envy. Yet, if we go to
Thucydides for the details of these commands, we shall nowhere find any
role played by fortune in Nikias' successes, while one of them at least,
namely the expedition against Korinth in 425, is described in terms of a
significant enterprise, and the clash between the two armies as strongly
contested. '2 It should also be noted that in other Lives Plutarch praises the
commander who ascribes his victories to fortune or the divine powers, and
commends this kind of modesty, both of which he carefully avoids doing in
the case of Nikias.'^
The Sphakteria episode is another instance where Plutarch finds serious
fault with Nikias. What he did, he says, by stepping voluntarily out of
office appeared more disgraceful than casting away his shield, because he
' Cf. PeriUes 7. 5 f.
'"The phraseology of the passages concerned speaks for itself. Per. 4. 6: 'O Se nXeiota
nepixXei <TU7Ycv6nevo(; kuI ndXiCTxa jtEpiBelc; oyKov avxai Kal ppovrma STmayoyyiai;
EfiPpiGeaxEpov, oXcoc, xt |iETE(opiaa<; Kal o'ove^dpai; x6 a^icona xoii ti9o-U(;,
'Ava^ayopai; f|v. Nik. 5. 3: Kal 6 ndXioxa xavxa ovvxpaycpSiov Kal aujiTtepixiGelq
OYKOv avxM Kal 56|av 'lepcov ^v . . . jtpoaitoio-6|iEvo(; 8' 0165 Eivai Aiovvciov xov
XaX,Kou TtpoaayopE'uGevxo^. The ovvxpaYcodoiv of the second passage clearly points to a
deliberate pose for the sake of "a public relations exercise," as A.W.H. Adkins puts it ("The
Arete of Nicias: Thucydides 7. 86," GRBS 16 [1975] 389 n. 38). The same insinuation is
evident, I think, in 5. 2, where Nikias' friends, trying to excuse his seclusion, would say to
those who were in waiting at his door that Nikias was even then busy with public affairs (. . .
ox; Kal xoxe Nikiod npbc, 6r|noaiai; xpciac, . . . ovxo(;—Note the use of (0%).
" But why a cautious general should be necessarily successful Plutarch does not bother to
explain.
'^ Cf. Thuc. 4. 42-44, esp. 43. 2: Kal flv t) (idxtl KapxEpa Kal ev XEpol naoa.
" Cf. Sulla 6. 5-9. 34. 3-4; Timol. 36. 5. and also Moralia 322E, 542E-543A.
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was thought to have abandoned his command'" out of cowardice, thus giving
his political opponent the opportunity of a spectacular achievement.
Moreover, Plutarch continues, Kleon's success, enhancing, as was natural,
his reputation and influence in the city, caused no little harm to the
Athenians (chs. 7 and 8). Thucydides, however, has not a single word
against Nikias in relation to this affair, '^ and it is perhaps rather unlikely
that Plutarch would have found such a condemnation of Nikias in another
historian.'^ As a matter of fact, Thucydides believed that Kleon's boastful
promise to capture or slay on the spot the Spartans of Sphakteria was mad
(^avicbSrii;, cf. 4. 39. 3), and confesses that his success was totally
unexpected (4. 40. 1: flapa yvco^tjv ie 6r\ n,dXiOTa xwv Kata xov
'* Gomme (HCT v. HI 468) rightly remaiks that from Thucydides' narrative we cannot know
if Nikias had any command at Pylos; and he suggests that the words TTJi; cn'i U\>X<a apxnc,
(Thuc. 4. 28.3) mean only that "if reinforcements were to be sent, Nikias, as strategos, would
have good claim to their command."
'* Cf. J. de Romilly, Thucydides and Athenian Imperialism, transl. Ph. Thody (Oxford 1963)
181 n. 5: "Thucydides is constantly sympathetic towards Nicias ... In the episode itself one
can see how he differs from those who tried to criticize Nicias for his 'desertion'." By contrast,
Westlake (NT 60) thinks that "Thucydides must have recognized that his account would expose
Nicias to damaging charges." And on the whole Westlake regards the prevailing belief among
modem scholars that Thucydides "treats Nicias too indulgently" as highly disputable. Cf. his IT
182 and 185. Gomme laternoted ad /oc. (//CT v. Ill 469); "The light-hearted dereliction of duty
by Nikias, though not concealed, is not explicitly condemned." Nikias, however, is neither
explicitly nor implicitly condemned (cf. also Westlake, IT 88) and, as a matter of fact,
Thucydides counts him among the wise Athenians in 4. 28. 5 (see n. 18 below). So the charge
of dereliction of duty is perhaps too severe and, besides, somewhat contradictory to Gomme's
own suggestion in the previous note. On the other hand, Holden believed (XLUI) that Nikias'
temporary discredit, "because of his resignation in favour of Kleon, is probably an inference of
Plutarch's own from allusions in the contemporary poets." This may well be so, but would
Nikias have been discredited, if Kleon had failed? What might have occasioned Nikias' disrepute
was not his resignation it itself, but rather Kleon's unexpected success (see further pp. 5-6).
'* As a matter of fact, whether he did or not is of little importance; for even if he did, it was
his own decision to accept the condemnation and repeat it (contrast his usual tendency in
Gossage's quotation, n. 1 above). Nevertheless, it is worth noting that in connection with the
Sphakteria incident Diodoras makes no mention at all of Nikias (cf. 12. 63). Besides, there is
no need to believe that PhQistus and Timaeus were biased against Nikias, as some scholars
imply (e.g. Westlake, AT 63 and 64 nn. 1 and 3). The fragments to which they refer are rather
irrelevant, whUe Pausanias' information (1. 29. 12), going back to Philistus, that Nikias' name
was deliberately omitted from the casually list at Athens because he had surrendered himself (see
p. 330 below), shows, if trae, the feelings of the Athenian authorities and not of Philistus (cf.
also Westlake, AT 64 n. 5). In my view, since Nikias' opposition to the expedition was well-
known, it is more likely that the Sicilian historians were less hostile to him. Cf. Diodoms (and
that also means Ephorus to some extent ) 12. 83. 5 and esp. 13. 27. 3-4.
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itoXenov Touxo Toiq "EXXtioiv eyeveTo)." So, we are allowed, I think, to
surmise that Thucydides himself must have sided with those sensible
Athenians (Nikias undoubtedly among them) who, by trusting this
particular generalship to Kleon, looked forward to his being killed.^* But
regardless of what Thucydides says or might have thought, one is also
allowed to suppose that Nikias gave up the command because he wanted
either to humiliate Kleon by calling his bluff or, taking into account the
stalemate at Sphakteria, to give him an opportunity to try his own way for
the sake of the city.^' The fact that Kleon's unexpected success increased his
political influence, owing to which he subsequently made havoc in the
political life of Athens,20 is a judgement a posteriori, and Plutarch himself
" As a matter of fact, this refers to the unexpected surrender of the Spartans, which, however,
vindicated Kleon. Some modem scholars give the debate over Pylos in the Athenian assembly
another dimension. Connor (116-17), for example, revives an older view (cf. G. Busolt,
Griechische Geschichle (Gotha 1893-1904], v. ffl 1101 n. 2) and suggests that Kleon was
collaborating with Demosthenes, the commander at Pylos, and deliberately provoked Nikias by
questioning his manliness (Thuc. 4. 27. 5: ei av8pe? eiev oi oxpaxTiyoi, nXevaavxaq
XaPeiv Toui; ev t^ vticco), in order to cause his resignation and take over himself (but see
//CTv. 111471 and n. 14 above. Against Busolt cf. also WesUake, 7772 n.l). But then, why
should Kleon have needlessly made his bragging promise once Nikias had resigned and the
command was given to him according to his plan? For Connor, Kleon's behavior supports his
suggestion, but, if he is right, jiavi(65T\i; seems to describe better Kleon's behavior rather than
the contents of his promise. On the other hand, Grote (v. V 264 ff.) expresses his surprise for
this characterization on the part of Thucydides and accuses him of bias against Kleon. On this
see also Gomme, "Thucydides and Kleon," 'EX^nviKcx 13 (1954) 1-10 and A. G. Woodhead,
"Thucydides' portrait of Qeon," Wnc/n^yne 13 (1960) 290 and esp. 316. Cf. also WesUake, 77
60ff.,esp.70f.
"Thuc. 4. 28. 5: Toic; 6e 'AOiivaioK; eveiteae (iev ti kuI yeXxoroq xfj Ko\)<poXoy{a
auTov, ao(ievoii; 6' ojiox; EYiyvEto toic; ococppom x&v av6pamcov, XoYiCofievoi? 5-uoiv
dyaGotv xo\> ezipov xf(>t,taQai, r\ KXeavoc, aKaXKayr\<stC!Qai, S na\Xov riXiti^ov, f\
acpaXeiai yva>)iTi(; AaKe8ainovio\)i; a<pici xetP'''<J£''6"i- The ultimate meaning of
a.iiaXKaxf\<staQai here is that the Athenians expected that Kleon would be killed during the
operations at Pylos. Cf. Aristoph. Equil. 973-76: liSiatov (pctoc; i\\iipac, / eorcai Toiai
jtapoCai Kttl / xotoi Sevp'opiKvoujievoii; / f\v KXtcov dnoXtixai.
Cf. Nik. 7. 4: Kai ^^r\ 9paaijvea6ai A-oyoK; dKiv8uvoi(;, dXX'epyov xi xf) TtoXei
itapacrxetv S^iov onouSfii;. For Grote (255-56), however, Nikias appears in this occasion
so "deplorably timid, ignorant and reckless of the public interest," seeking only to ruin his
political adversary, that he forces Kleon "into the supreme command against his own strenuous
protest, persuaded that he will fail, so as to compromise the lives of many soldiers and the
destinies of the state." Woodhead also (op. cit. 313 f.) finds Nikias' conduct here "highly
reprehensible," but other scholars uke a milder view. Westlake, NT 60: "He was perhaps
guilty rather of miscalculation than of disloyalty to the state;" and Westlake's opinion on the
peace efforts of Nikias, namely that nothing suggests that he "was deliberately sacrificing
Athenian interests in order to further his own" (IT 95), is, I think, equally valid here. For a
judicious defence of Nikias' conduct see A. B. West, "Pericles' PoliUcal Heirs," CP 19 (1924)
212-14.
^ Grote (v. V 360 ff.), of course, does not agree with the picture of Kleon as a sinister
demagogue, which rests upon the partial evidence of Thucydides and Aristophanes. Cf. also n.
44 below.
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explicitly disapproves of such judgements, as we shall see in the
Comparison with Crassus (p. 329 below).
The peace of Nikias provided, among other things, the exchange of
strongholds, cities and prisoners of war, and the party to restore its gains
first was to be decided by lot. Nikias now, says Plutarch, on the authority
of Theophrastus, secretly bought up the lot, so that the Lacedaemonians
would restore first (10. 1). Plutarch makes no comment on this act of
Nikias, which, although somewhat dishonest, is indicative of his
patriotism, and one tends to believe that this omission is due to moral
grounds; but, once more, when we come to the Comparison (3. 4), we see
that Plutarch does not object to political bribery, and in fact he indirectly
praises Themistokles for buying off a worthless man from office at a time
of emergency .21 The prejudice against Nikias, although the emphasis is
somewhat different in the Comparison, is again evident.
Furthermore, Plutarch finds fault with Nikias in the way he conducted
the Sicilian expedition right from the beginning. Nikias, he tells us, was
wise to oppose the expedition,22but, once he had failed to dissuade the
Athenians or to be relieved of the command, he should have put aside his
caution and hesitation and attacked the enemy at once. Now, to what extent
a general can act contrary to what he believes to be strategically right is
rather debatable, but then the question arises, why did Nikias accept the
command under these circumstances? In my opinion, Thucydides' account
shows that Nikias was practically trapped by the hard—as he thought
—
pre-
conditions, which he himself had set to the Athenians for the realization of
the expedition. 23 So, when the Athenians agreed to meet these conditions,
Nikias could no longer go back on his word.^^ As for his plan—much
^' See also Themist. 6. 1-2.
^^NiL 14. 1: To nev o\>v evavxicoSfjvai \(ftipi^o(iEV|i xfi axpaxeia xov NiKiav . . .
avSpoc, f\v xpioxoti Kttl aoKppovoc;. That the Sicilian expedition was a mistake, if with
some qualification, is also Thucydides' opinion. See 2. 65. 11 (TitiapxiiGri Kai 6 ei;
EiKeXiav nXo\><;) and cf. de Romilly (op. cil. n. 15) 205-09.
^' Cf. Thuc. 6. 19. 2: Kal 6 NiKia? yvouq oxi . . . TtapaoKEvfiq 6e 7tA,T|9ei, ei
jtoXXriv enixd^eiE, xax' olv nexauxficjeiev a-uxovi; .... See also 6. 24. 1 and cf.
Westlake, IT 172. Nikias employs in fact, as Connor points out (166), a technique well known
from ancient rhetorical books. If one cannot prevent an action by arguing it is wrong, shameful
etc., he can try to prevent it by arguing that it is too laborious and costly (cf. Rhel. ad Alex.
1421b24). That Nikias undertook this generalship against his will is also evident in the
Alkibiades 18. 1 (o 6e NiKia^ OKmv (tev fipe6ri axpaxTi76(;, ovx tJKicxa xf)v apx^iv Kai
5ia xov a«vdpxovxa (fcoyaiv) and Moralia 802D (. . . aXX' &%zzo pia (pep6(ievo<; zxc,
IiKeXiav Kol o\)veicxpaxTlA,i^6nevo(;). Cf. also Thuc. 6. 8. 4: Kai 6 Niiciac; (XKOvaio?
^ev iipTitievoq apxeiv. Yet G. de Sancus believed (Riv. di Fil. Class. 7 [1929] 433 ff. =
Problemi di storia aniica, [Bari 1932] 109 ff.; cf H. A. Murray, "Two Notes on the Evaluation
of Nicias in Thucydides," BICS 8 [1961] 42) that Nikias was the real instigator of the
expedition, because he wanted to "restore himself to favour and to cloak his political bungling!"
^ Had he done so, he would have rightly been regarded as worse than Kleon, who also had not
retreated, when trapped in his boasting. (See p. 5 and nn. 15 and 17 above).
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scorned by later authors and modem scholars—first to make only a display
of his fleet and then sail back to Athens, one should note that Thucydides,
who relates in detail the plans of Nikias, Lamachos and Alkibiades, makes,
at that point, no comment in favor of or against any of them.^
In any case, Nikias' misgivings and his hesitation to attack the
Syracusans at once are thought to have abated the enthusiasm of his men
and boosted the courage of the enemy.^* Yet, one might again wonder
whether Nikias' procrastination was not owing merely to caution or
timidity, but also to the fact that, after the recall of Alkibiades, Nikias
tacitly decided to put into operation, albeit in a modified form, the plan of
the former, on which Lamachos had also agreed.^^ Now, according to
Alkibiades' plan, the Athenians should first rob the Syracusans of their
allies by making the latter defect to their side, and then march against
Syracuse itself.^^ That plan also involved some sort of delay, but at the
same time it increased the safety of the Athenian troops, a factor to which
Nikias attached, as we have seen (p. 4 above), supreme importance.
But, despite all his caution and hesitation, when Nikias moved his
armament against Syracuse, he showed such excellent generalship, seizing
strategic places, routing the invincible cavalry of the enemy, beating the
Syracusans in many skirmishes and nearly cutting off their city from its
hinterland despite his malady, that Plutarch feels somewhat forced to admit
that the Athenians would have defeated the Syracusans many more times, if
the gods or fortune had not opposed them at the very pinnacle of their
^ Cf. Thuc. 6. 47—49. Nikias' proposal conformed to their typical orders from the Assembly
(47: jtXeiv eiti leXivoOvTa Jtaap xii oxpaTia, ep' onep (idXicrta enentpBriaav), but also
provided for some action, if need be (Kal napaneivavta^ leXivovvxiovq T\ Piot f\
^^(iPdCTei SiaXXd^ai aiiToii;), a detail suppressed by Plutarch. According to him, Nikias'
plan avxiKO xe rpv yvtontiv \)ne^eX.-o<je Kai Kaxi^aXe. x6 tppovTina xoiv avSpoiv (Nik.
14. 3), which R. Flaceliere (Vies VII, Bude, p. 292) rightly regards as "un jugement severe sur
Nicias." (Cf. Westlake, NT 64). Perhaps Plutarch was in favor of Lamachos' plan (Nik. 14. 2:
aXX' ev)9\)(; eSei toIc, noX£\iio\c, ejKpvvxa Kai npo<TKEi(ievov eXtfiziv xr]v xiJxTlv eiti
xoiv dvcovcov) and so was Thucydides. Cf 7. 42. 3: d(piK6(ievo<; ydp x6 Ttpoixov 6 Niicia?
tpoPepoi;, ix, oiJK ev>6\)(; TtpoaeKEixo xaic, L\)paKo\iCTai<; . . . vnepwcpGr] (cf. also Nik. 15.
3). But this again is a judgement a posteriori. Finally, Westlake notes (NT 62 and n. 1) that
Lamachos' plan "is favored
—
perhaps erroneously—by most modem scholars." Cf. also Grote,
V. VI 28 ff. One last remark: Demosthenes, leading the second, supporting force to Sicily, did
not choose to linger and undergo what had happened to Nikias. He attacked the enemy as soon
as he arrived and was heavily defeated (cf. next page and n. 3 1 ).
^®Cf. Nik. 14. 2 (previous note) and 15. 3: dncoxdxco xcov itoXenioiv eKJcepiTtXecov
ZiKeXiav 9dpaoi; eStoKev ailxoic;.
^^ Cf. Thuc. 6. 50. 1: Adjiaxoi; |i£v xa«xa Einoav ojicoc; npoocSexo Kai auxoc; t%
'AXKiPidSou Yvtofii;!. See also Alkibiades 20. 2.
^ Thuc. 6. 62 shows, I think, that Nikias was in fact following a plan that combined his
own ideas with those of Alkibiades. See also 6. 71. 2, 74-88 and cf. HCT v. TV 339 and
WesUake./T179andl82.
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power.29 Is not this judgement somewhat inconsistent with Plutarch's
earUer evaluation of Nikias' strategic qualities and efficiency?^"
Ch. 22 deals with the aftermath of the unsuccessful Athenian assault on
Epipolai. Plutarch says nothing at all against Demosthenes, who, acting
contrary to Nikias' advice, had led two thousand Athenians to slaughter,^'
but openly suggests that Nikias' refusal to leave Sicily in time (when
everyone appeared to wish for departure)^^ was chiefly owing to his fear of
his compatriots in Athens. ^^ Thucydides, it is true, also refers to the
apprehensions of Nikias regarding the malignant accusations which he
would have to face on his return,^" but he also mentions three more reasons
^ Cf Nik. chs. 16-17 and esp. 17. 4: ouk okxo) 5^ vikoc,, aX,Xa kKeiovcu; av xi<; Eupoi
Z-upaKOoio\)<; veviKT||ievo\)(; vn' aixaiv, npiv ek 9e(ov ovxoji; fl tijxtI? avxioxaaiv tiva
yeveaSai xoi^ 'A9iivaioi?, eiti nXeiotov aiponevoii; 6-uvdneco<;.
'" In Nik. 16. 9, Plutarch adopts the generally admitted view that Nikias' greatest fault was his
excessive indecision, dilatoriness and caution, on account of which he missed the proper time for
action (eTtel xdc; ye 7tpd^ei<; ouSeii; oiv i]ii\i^^axo xov (xv6p6i;. 'Opurioa!; ydp t|v
evepyoi; Kai 5paCTTTipiO(;, opjiTioai 5e neXXr|-cTi(; Kal dToXnoc;—see also 18. 5-6). This
comment also includes complimentary elements (cf. previous note and Comp. 5. 1), but, on the
whole, Plutarch's opinion of Nikias' military competence is unfavorable and sometimes even
derisive. See esp. 14. 2-4, 15. 3, Comp. 3. 5, 4. 3 (oij ZKdv8eiav, oij MevSriv eKKOTtxeov
oilSe (pEV7ovxa(; Aiyivrixac; dnoXeXoinoxai; xf)v ea\)x5)v oaoTiEp opviGac; Eiq EXEpav
Xeopav d7toKEKpr)(iji£vo\)<; EKBripaxEov). As for his dilatoriness Connor (199 n. 39) rightly
notes that some of "Nicias' delays were not primarily of his own choosing, but were forced upon
him by circumstances." For his earlier career see pp. 4-5 above, and for a brief appreciation of
Nikias' miUtary efficiency see HOT v. IV 462.
^^Nik. 21. 3: xou Ari)ioa9£vo\)i; ev)9\)<; EHixeipeiv xoi^ 7toXEn(oi<; KeXEVovxcq . . .
eSeixo |iti6£v dnEyvtoCTHEvco^ npdxxEiv (iriS' dvofixcoi;. Cf. also Thuc. 7. 43. 1: o-ukexi
e86kei SiaxpiPeiv, aXXix itEiaaq xov xe NiKiav Kal xovc; aXXo-ui; ^uvdpxovxa(;, ax,
EJtEvoEi, xfiv enixEipTiCTiv xibv 'EninoXwv Enoietxo. Because Thucydides does not
explicitly mention whether Nikias raised any objections, Westlake affirms (JT 197 n. 2) that
Plutarch, or his source, has taken liberties here with the facts, by transferring to this conference
details from the conference after the defeat at Epipolai. This claim is not well-grounded; in my
view, the 7tEiaa(; in the text of Thucydides makes it more likely that Nikias had raised
objections. See also Diodorus 13. 11. 3.
'^According to Diodorus (13. 12. 3), however, the military council which Nikias and
Demosthenes convened was divided: Toiv 5e ei? x6 ffunPoiiX,iov napEiXruijiEvtov oi (tev x^
ArmoaBEvEi CT-oyKaxEflEvxo JtEpi xr\c, dvaycoyfiq, oi 8e x^ NiKia xriv aiixtiv yvfojiTiv
djtEcpaivovxo.
^^ Nik. 22. 2: '0 8e NiKiai; xaXtnSx, riKOUE xt)v 9«yt\v koI xov djt67tX,o«v, ox> xa
(ifi SeSievoi xov? IvpoKoaiouq, aXXa. x& naXA,ov xo\)<; "A&nvaiovi; Kal xdi; ekeivcov
SiKOc; Kal ovKOcpavxiaq <poPEia9ai.
'* Thuc. 7. 48. 3-4 and esp. 4: OCkowv Po\)A.ea9ai auxoi; yE . . . dSlxco? un"
'ABiivaicov dnoA.Ea9ai (iaA.Xov fl 1)716 xoiv noXEjiicov, ei 8ei, Kiv8wv£uoai; xoiixo
na9Eiv i8{a. (Cf. Plut.. Fab. 14. 7). From this K. J. Dover (Thucydides Book VIII [Oxford
1965] 41,-^see also HCT v IV 426) infers that Nikias would rather sacrifice the rest of the
Athenian force and put his country in moral peril than face trial in Athens and risk execution;
and he suggests that what underlay Nikias' obstinacy was, perhaps, "a perverse spite" (against
the Athenian demos, by implication). Dover has surpassed even Grote here, who accused Nikias
only of "guilty fatuity" and "childish credulity" (v. VI 145), but his inference and condemnation
are not in line with the subsequent conduct of Nikias and his surrender to Gylippus (p. 330 f.
below). Or would it have been difficult for him, one might ask, not to return to Athens, if he
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for Nikias' unexpected insistence on remaining, at which Plutarch barely
hints (cf. 22. 4). First, Nikias did not want an open vote for departure,
because, if the enemy got wind of their decision, their very departure would
be at risk;^' secondly, because he believed that, despite the sorry situation of
the Athenian army, the besieged Syracusans were even worse off;^^ and
thirdly, because, according to his intelligence information, some of the
Syracusans were almost ready to surrender to the Athenians.^'' All this
information may have been deliberately false, of course,^* but even then one
could perhaps charge Nikias with misjudgement, or even credulity, but not
with selfishness and cowardice.^'
Finally, owing to an epidemic among the Athenians, Nikias decided to
remove their camp. But as they were ready to depart, there occurred an
eclipse of the moon by night. Nikias, says Plutarch, along with the
ignorant and superstitious, was terrified by the event (23. 1), and, as he
happened to be without an expert soothsayer at that time (23. 7), he decided,
and persuaded the Athenians, to wait for another full period of the moon
before they departed (23. 9: 6 5e NiKiaq aXXtiv eneioe oe^vT\(;
dva|j.Eveiv 7iepio5ov). Thucydides' account shows once more Plutarch's
prejudice. For, according to him, it is not Nikias and the ignorant and
superstitious but the majority of the Athenians who urge the generals to
halt the departure, and it is not Nikias but the diviners who enjoin the
twenty-seven days delay.""
wanted to save his skin? Other scholars are not so absolute in their judgement and take more
into account Thucydides' evidence in 7. 48^9. Cf. de Romilly, Thucydide VI-VIl (Bude) 170
andWesUake./T198f.
3' Cf. Thuc. 7. 48. 1. Wesdake {IT 199) shrewdly remarks here: "as weU as being a safeguard
against detection by the enemy, the absence of an open vote would hamper the prosecution if,
after returning to Athens, any of the generals were impeached there."
'* Cf. Thuc. 7. 48. 2, 5 (Td te I\)paKoaia>v epri ofico^ 'ixi r\aaa> xS>v oqierepcov eivai)
;
49. 1. See also Nik. 21. 4 and cf de Romilly, n. 34 above.
'^ Thuc. 48. 2: Kal f\v -ydp xi Kai ev Tai? I-upaKovaai(; PouXoiievov xoi?
'ASrivaioK; td jtpdYiiata Ev5o\ivai, ETtEKTip-UKeuexo ox; oilxov Kai cok e'l'a
dTtavioxaaBai. See also W(/c. 21. 5.
^'Cf. Haceliere (n. 25) 298: "car certains de ses informateurs peut-etre le trompaient."
Dover (n. 34) 40 is sure that this was the case and speaks of a "fifth column" among the
Syracusans.
" Cf. Grote, v. VI 145: "Childish as such credulity seems, we are nevertheless compelled to
admit it as real." On the cowardice charge see n. 34 above and cf. Nikias' own claim in Thuc. 6.
9. 2: Kai tioaov EXEpcov jtEpi tw Enauxov acijiaxi 6ppco5io. See also Connor, p. 163.
*" Thuc. 7. 50. 4: Kai ol 'AGrivaioi o'l xe nXeiouc; etiictxeiv ekeXeuov xoui;
oxpaxriYo-ix; b/Qv^iiov tioioiSjievoi, Kai 6 NiKioi; . . . ov)8' av SiaPovA.E-oaaaOai exi
E<pTi Jtpiv, (bi; ol ndvxEK; E^Tiyoxivxo, tplc; evveo fmcpa^ (lEivai, onco^ av npoxEpov
KivTiGEit). Similar is the testimony of Diodorus 13. 12. 6: AiojtEp 6 NiKiaq . . .
OMvEKaXEOE xovc, (idvxEK;. Toiixcov 8" djtopTivajiEvmv dvayKaiov Eivai xd(;
EiGiajiEvac; xpEi^ finEpou; dvaPaX£c6ai xov ektiXouv .... Yet, despite these explicit
statements, Westlake asserts (NT 63) that "it cannot be held that the greater part of the army is
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Passing now to the Comparison with Crassus, we see that Nikias
comes out superior in most of the headings under which Plutarch chooses to
compare the two men, but this superiority is curtailed by several remarks to
the detriment of Nikias. For example, although it is acknowledged that
Nikias, by contrast to Crassus' military inadequacy, was a successful general
and the Athenians kept electing him to office, even against his will, because
they trusted his reasonableness and wisdom,"' it is also added that, if wrong
must be done, one should abandon justice for something great, such as the
conquest of the East, and not for something trivial, such as raiding small
towns and chasing their fleeing inhabitants (Comp. 4. 3; cf. n. 30).'"''
Moreover, says Plutarch, one also has to take into account what would have
happened had Crassus managed to fulfill his purpose. For, certainly, it is
not fair to praise Alexander's expedition and, at the same time, blame
Crassus. Those who do that make a judgement a posteriori, which is wrong
(4. 4: o\)K Ex> Toc Tcpcota Kpivouoiv dno twv xeJie-OTaicov).''^
In other instances the bias against Nikias is more evident. E.g., Nikias'
political career and achievements are recognized as more important (2. 7),
but after all, says Plutarch, Crassus had to vie with such great men as
Pompey and Caesar, while Nikias contended with inferior opponents such as
Kleon and Hyperbolos.''^ One cannot help noting here that Hyperbolos is
rather irrelevant in connection with Nikias, the important figure of
associated with Nicias in his superstitious fears in order to lessen his responsibility." For, as
Dover points out {HCT, v. IV 429), "Thucydides' criticism of Nikias is not that he was more
superstitious than the men whom he commanded but that as an educated man in a responsible
position he should have paid less attention to seers." Connor (194 n. 27), however, is right in
making the point that "confronted with this mood in the army and the interpretation of the
soothsayers, no Athenian commander would find it easy to urge an immediate retreat." I should
add that in promptly condemning Nikias for his overscrupulous regard for religious omens,
modem scholars tend to judge him in terms of their own enlightened times. Yet, the Spartans,
who had a similar regard for omens, are not less respected because of this.
*^ Comp. 3. 6: 'Ekeivo (ievtoi fiEYdXtii; eniEiKeiai; OTinetov, oxi SvoxEpaivovxa to
Tto^Eneiv uEi KQi cpEiiyovTa to OTpaTtiyEiv oiJK EJtaijovTO xEipo'^o^ouvTEc; ox;
enTiEipoTaxov koI PeXtiotov. See also 5. 1-2 and cf Alkib. 13. 1: koI NiKiav tov
NiKTipdTou . . . axpaxTiYOv apicjTov Eivai Sokouvtu .... Murray (op. cil. n. 23 above,
35), however, following G. F. Bender, Der Begriffdes Staatsmannes bei Thukydides (Wurzburg
1938) 49-51, believes that, according to Thucydides, Nikias neglected or lacked ^uvEOii;. But
Westlake (/7'210) convincingly argues against this and finds nothing in Thucydides suggesting
that "he believed Nicias to have been lacking in intelligence."
*''Note, however, that the Euripidean lines to which Pluurch appeals here (Phoen. 524 f.:
EiTtEp ydp (i5iKEiv xpn. rupavviSo^ TiEpi / kuXXiotov (xSikeiv), he explicitly condemns
in Moralia 18D-E and 125D.
^^ But this is exactly what Plutarch himself, Thucydides and most scholars do when they
condemn Nikias' conduct of war in SicUy. See p. 6 and n. 25 above.
*' Comp. 2. 4: 6 8e Kpdaaoi; vyriXoq TiEpi ye TavTa kui HEyaWtppiov, oii itpoi;
KXecovaq ov)5' 'Yncp^oXovc, . . . xov dyoivo^ ovtoc;, dWd Jtp6(; ti)v Kaiaapoq
XofHtpoTTiTa KOI TpEii; To« Ilojiniiiou 9pid(iPo-ui; . . .
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Alkibiades, his main political opponent, is not mentioned, and Kleon,
regardless of his moral foibles, was in no way deficient in political
shrewdness or military capacities.''^
Nikias, says Plutarch, should not have given in to Kleon's
presumptuousness and put a base man into office; neither should Crassus
have risked so much in the war against Spartacus. But Crassus, after all,
had the legitimate ambition to finish the slave war himself, lest Pompey
should come and rob him of his glory, whereas Nikias had no excuse for
surrendering office to Kleon. He did not step down from a promising or
easy command, but fearing the dangers, which that particular generalship
involved, he preferred to betray the common interest in order to secure his
personal safety .''^ This, I think, is a very severe and unfair judgement. In
the first place, Thucydides neither says nor hints at anything against Nikias
in relation to this affair (see p. 5 and n. 15 above); but also in the Life
proper we can nowhere find Nikias showing such interest in his personal
safety at the expense of the common good. On the contrary, his first
priority always appears to be the public interest and the safety of his men.''^
Finally, Plutarch's prejudice against Nikias culminates, perhaps, in the
way he relates and interprets the deaths of the two men. Crassus' death, he
tells us, was less blameworthy (d|XEH7n:6-cepo(;), for he did not surrender
himself, nor was he cheated by the enemy (5. 4: o\) napaSou^ ea-oxov
ovSe 8e6ei(; ouSe (pevaKio0E{<;). Nikias, on the contrary, hoping to be
saved in an inglorious way put himself into the hands of his enemies, thus
making his death a greater disgrace {ib.: 6 8e NiKCaq axoxpac, Kal
(xkA-eovk; eA,7i{8i ocoxripCaq -bTtorteowv toic; noA,e(iioi<;, aioxiova eauTW
xov Gdvaxov ETcoiriaev). Neither of these interpretations is endorsed by the
facts, while the contradiction with the details in the Life of Nikias is most
glaring. Crassus, it is true (as Plutarch tells us, that is), had not believed in
the sudden conciliatory proposals of the Parthians and was certain of their
fraud (cf. Cras. 31.2), but, being forced by his soldiers to accept them, he
'^ Cf. Connor 1 16: "Qeon, whatever his faults, was clearly a clever and skillful politician."
See also Woodhead {op. cil. n. 17 above, 290, and also 304, about his military competence) and
Grote (n. 20 above).
^^ Cf. Comp. 3. 1-6 and esp. 3. 3 (Ou yap eXniSoti; ov)6e paoTtovTiv exo-ucrn? e^eoxTi
t£ ezQpS (piXoTiniai; Kai apxf\c„ aXXk kiv5uvov -ucpopconevo^ ev tfi oTpaTtiyia
tieyav, fiyduttiae to koB' auxov ev aocpaXei Genevoi; TtpoeoBai to koivov) and 3. 5 ('0
8' aiixov ETti Mivcpav Kal K-u9ripa Kal MtiXiov:; toI); TaXainoapou? <pvXdTTa)V
OTpaTTiYOv, ei (5£;> 6eoi naxecBai AaKe5ainovioi(;, a7to8-u6nEvo(; Ttiv x^a|i-u6a Kal
. . . OTpaTTiyiav en-TiEtpiai; dxpai; 5£0HEVtiv napaSiSoui;, oil rpv EauTOU Jtpo'iETai
So^av, aXXa. rpv tt^c; TiaTpiSoc; aacpdXEiav Kal acoxripiav. But see nn. 19 and 39
above.
** Cf. Nik. 6. 2 (p. 4 above). 10. 1 (p. 325 above), his vindicated disbelief in the prospects of
financial aid from Segesta (Thuc. 6. 12. 1, 22, 46. 2) and the terms under which he surrendered
to Gylippus. See also de Romilly (n. 34 above) and WesUake, IT 206 and 207 (n. 48 below).
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did surrender himself all the same.''' On the other hand, Nikias surrenders to
Gylippus only when the Athenian retreat becomes a savage carnage for his
desperate men, and it is clear that he begs his mercy not for himself, but for
the rest of his army (27. 5: "EA-eoq u|ia<;, m r<iX\nnz, A-aPexco
viKwviac;, iyiov |iev liTjSeii; . . . xS>\ 8' aXkonv 'AGrivatcov . . .).''*
In view of Plutarch's severe judgement on Nikias, as the preceding
pages have tried to show, and also taking into account the scarcely
commendable Life of Crassus, I would suggest that the Nikias-Crassus pair
was amongst those that were intended to portray examples to be avoided
rather than imitated."" These examples Plutarch wrote towards the end of
the whole series, so that, as he himself says, the reader of his biographies
might not be left, in his quest for virtue, without accounts of the bad and
blameworthy.^" Now, examples of vice par excellence are the Lives of
Demetrius and Antony, but, in a wider context of uncommendable or less
commendable characters, one can also include the pairs Alkibiades-
Coriolanus and Pyrrhus-Marius. This suggestion is supported, perhaps, by
the relative chronology of the Lives as established by C. P. Jones; for,
according to Jones's arrangement, the Nikias-Crassus pair along with the
other three just mentioned are amongst the very last of Plutarch's
biographies.^' This arrangement and the chronological consequences it
entails could also account for Plutarch's different standpoint regarding the
importance of docpdXeia and et)X,dpeia in the Lives of Perikles and
*''
Cf. Crassus 30-31. His last words to his closest officers are indeed tragic in their irony.
30. 5: opate xf\i; i\in<; 65o« tfiv avdyKtiv koI oxiviate nap6vTe(;, ay; aioxpoc ndax<»
Kai pCaia, Toi; 5' ciXXoii; anaciv dv6p(6noi<; Xiyc-ze ocoBevxet;, ux; Kpdaaoc;
dnaxTiGeli; uno tojv noXenieov, oiJK ekSoBeI^ vno t<ov noXiToiv aiz(oKtxo. But, the actual
circumstances—according to Plutarch's account—in which Crassus was killed and the subsequent
humiliation of his body (31. 5-7) makes, perhaps, his death more disgraceful than that of
Nikias.
"Cf. also Thuc. 7. 85. 1: NiKtaq ruXinntp cautov napaSiStooi, niaxeiaat; jiaXXov
auTO) r\ xoiq EupaKooCoK;- Kttl tavza (lev xpnoaoBai EKeXe-uev ekeivov xe sal
AaKESainoviouc; o, xi PoiSXovxai, xoui; 6e dX.A,ox)<; cxpaxKaxac, na-oaaaBai
(povEviovxa;. This is further "evidence of his unselfish devotion to the men under his
command" (Westlake, IT 207; cf. Connor 204), but his motive in choosing to surrender to
Gylippus has been suspected. Westlake again (1. c.) rightly justifies Nikias. "That he tried to
seize a possible chance of saving his own life when his death could not benefit the Athenians
would be judged by many to be a pardonable, even sensible action. Had he lived, he would
surely have made efforts to persuade the Syracusans to mitigate their inhuman treatment of the
Athenian prisoners."
^ In view of the character and the career of Crassus, the very fact that Plutarch chose him to
pair with Nikias shows, perhaps, that he regarded Nikias as something of a failure.
'"Cf. Demetrius 1. 6; oiSxm (loi 5okouhev kuI ti(iei(; rtpoBvuoxEpoi xS>v pE^xiovcov
ECEcGai Kol 9Eaxal Kai nintitai picov, ei (iriSe xSiv <fa\>X<av Kai >|/e70m.ev(ov
dviaxoprixojc; Exoifiev.
5'
"Towards a Chronology of Plutarch's Works," JRS 56 (1966) 68.
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Fabius, where cautiousness and regard for safety are clearly praised;'^ but the
Perikles-Fabius pair, being the tenth of his biographies {Per. 2. 5), stands
almost in the middle of the whole series and therefore must have been
written several years earlier than the Nildas-Crassus psdrP
As for the points unexpectedly accredited to Crassus in the Comparison,
I think that they must be attributed to Plutarch's deliberate effort to maintain
some balance between the two men, a feature characterizing nearly all his
Comparisons.^^ For, as a matter of fact, Nikias emerges superior to Crassus
on almost every score. The way he acquired and—especially—used his
wealth was not so discreditable, but even commendable in many respects (cf.
Comp. ch. 1); his political conduct was more dignified, despite his timidity
and cautiousness, and his political achievements, notably the peace bearing
his name, more praiseworthy (2. 1-3, 7); his military capacities and
successes far more important (3. 6, 5. 1-2); even his religious tearfulness,
although responsible for some of his political mistakes (notably his failure
to extricate in time the Athenian force from Sicily, p. 327 f. above), is
regarded as preferable to Crassus' lack of respect for traditional beliefs and
practices.55 Plutarch comes to the end of his Comparison, and the only
points he has accredited to Crassus—namely that he dared to contend with
greater political opponents, and that his ambition to conquer the East was
not blameworthy (2. 4, 4)—are minimal and doubtful. He has said many
things against Nikias, of course (esp. 3. 1-5), by which he tried to detract
from his superiority, but the scales nontheless incline clearly to Nikias'
side. At this point, it seems to me, Plutarch felt obliged to write
something distinctly in favor of Crassus and against Nikias, but the only
thing left for comparison was the way the two men died. So Plutarch
^^ See esp. Perikles 18. 1 ('Ev xaii; OTpaxtiyiaK; eviSoKinei ndXiaxa 8ia xfiv
aa<pdXeiav, ouxe ndxii<; exo'"*"!? toXXriv otSriXoxTiTa xal kiv8\)vov eKovaico?
otTtxonevoc;, ouxe xovx; ek xou 7tapaPdXXEc9ai xPlooiM-Evo'U'j t'UXTl ^cc^inpoc koi
Oaun-aoBevxai; ox; neyaXotiq ^TiXoiv Kal jiinoiinevoc; oxpaxriYOUi;) and contrast Nik. 6. 2
(p. 4 above). See also Per. 8. 6 and Fab. 1. 6 (ouoav . . . evPovXiav 8e rfiv euXaPeiav), 5,
17.7.
'' It should be added, though, that in the case of Pluurch a long lapse of time cannot always
be postulated to explain divergences in his approach and attitude, as is indeed the case in other
authors. Plutarch, however, is a particularly multifarious and unconventional writer, and the
interpretation of his material depends each time on the particular purpose he wants to serve. As
C.B.R. PeUing. "Plutarch's adaptation of his source-material." JHS 100 (1980) 131, puts it: "In
each Life Plutarch selected the interpretation which suited the run of his argument." Cf. also
Gossage (op. cit. n. 1 above) 55-56 and n. 55 below.
**Cf. Barrow {op. cit. n. 1 above) 59: "Plutarch is at pains to give each hero his due; indeed
he sometimes seems anxious to make the score equal." See also A. Wardman, Plutarch's Lives
(London 1974) 236 ff.
^^ Comp. 5. 3: enieiKeoxepov 5e xo\> napavojiox) Kal avSaSou? x6 (lexd So^ric;
naXaiaq Kai cj\)vf|9o-oi; 8i' E-uXdPeiav duapxavojievov. But in the De Supers!. 169A
Plutarch says that it might have been better for Nikias to have committed suicide than to cause
the death of so many people and meet himself an inglorious end on account of his superstition.
Cf. n. 53 above.
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proceeds to enhance Crassus and belittle Nikias by straining the evidence and
even contradicting himself. The Comparison closes with the statement that
Crassus' death was less reproachable and that of Nikias more disgraceful,
because the latter surrendered himself to the enemy, whereas the former did
not (5. 4). The factual evidence is, as we have seen (p. 330 f.), totally
against this interpretation, but the desired balance between the two men has
somehow been restored.
University of Crete, Rethymnon

Plutarch's Philopoemen and Flamininus
SIMON SWAIN
I
As a promoter of Hellenic culture and a participant in Greek politics, as well
as a friend of important men at Rome, Plutarch had good reason to address
present day relations between the cities of Greece and the Roman state (in
De exii. An seni resp. ger. sit, Praec. ger. reip.). But how did he see their
past relations? Roman involvement in Greece is touched on in a number of
the Roman Lives (for example, Luc, Sul.). But in one pair, Phil.-Flam.,
Plutarch had to portray the attitudes of Greece and Rome to one another
more extensively at the very time that Roman power was beginning to
deprive Greece of her liberty. This pair gains special vitality from the
unique appearance of one hero in the Life of the other, and the like structure
demands careful attention to similarities and differences which Plutarch has
introduced in the careers of the two subjects. In the following pages I
explore Phil, and Flam, individually, and then consider them as a pair.
Phil. 1-5 are introductory chapters where Plutarch typically outlines his
hero's character and aims, and brings out the important themes of
benefaction, ambition, and contentiousness which recur through the
narrative.^
Philopoemen's political life begins in c. 5 "when he was thirty years of
age." After winning fame at Sellasia (6. 7, 7. 1), he never looks back.^ His
policy is contrasted with that of Aratus in c. 8. Aratus had achieved the
political unity of the Achaean League at the price of using 7ipooTdTai<;
eneiodKxoK; (8. 6), Macedonians,^ "whereas Philopoemen . . . increased
Translations have been based on the Loeb edition by B. Perrin (London/Cambridge Mass.
1921).
' Benefaction: 1. 5. 11. 3^. 15. 2. 21. 12. synk. 1. 1. «>aoxl^la: 3. 1, 6. 10, 7. 5, 9.
13, 13. 1; for the idea, cf. 4. 10, 7. 1, 11. 2-3. 13. 5; at 9. 7 paotiHia is used of the
Achaeans, at 15. 1 of namininus. OiXoviKia: 3. 1 bis, 17. l,synk. 1. 4, 1. 7; for the idea,
cf. 13. 8, 16. 3; (piXoviKia is used of Greece at 18. 3.
^Cf. 7. 3, 7. 9, 12. 1, 14. 1, 15. 1, 19. 1. 21. 9-11. jyn*. 2. 2.
' Cf. Aral. 16. 4 (Macedon is an ETtaicTov apxr|v . . . aXX6<f\)Xov),Ag./Cleom. 37. 7.
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not only the power but also the will of the Achaeans, who were accustomed
to winning under him and to being successful in most of their contests.'"*
Their main success came at the battle of Mantineia against the Spartan
tyrant Machanidas (c. 10). As a consequence of this Philopoemen put on a
military display of the winning force at the Ncmean Games in the following
summer of 206 B.C.,^ and we are told (at 1 1. 3 sq.) that, "just as they made
their entrance Pylades the citharode happened to be singing the opening
verse of the Persians of Timotheus, 'Glorious the crown of freedom which
he fashioneth for Hellas,' [§ 4] whereupon ... all the spectators turned their
eyes on Philopoemen and applauded him joyfully. For in their hopes the
Greeks were recovering their ancient prestige [d^icoiia], and in their will
they were getting very close to the spirit of their pasL"^
Philopoemen is inspired by Greek sentiment, especially eXeuGepia,
and though he is not comparable with Flamininus in the scale of his
benefactions {synkrisis 1. 1), he is a benefactor of Greece. His euepyEoiai
are not only material, but are also spiritual. This is explicit in the record of
the Nemean Games. It is no coincidence that Flamininus' announcement of
the total liberation of Greece at the Isthmian and Nemean Games occurs
more or less at the same point in his Life. It is the most important
common theme of the pair, and one most dear to Plutarch who several times
laments the Greeks' loss of liberty to the Hellenistic kings.''
Philopoemen is (Phil. 1. 6 sq.) "a late-begotten child [ovIyovo.;] which
Hellas bore in old age as a successor to the dpcTai of her ancient
commanders . . . and a certain Roman . . . called him 'last of the Greeks.'"*
AtDe amic. mult. 94a Plutarch says we ought to ask for one true and dear
friend among our others who is, as Homer puts it, xr(kvytz6c, xic, Kai
6\|/{yovo(;. Philopoemen is loved by Greece, and is a loyal and true friend to
her. In c. 1 we learn that he was imbued with Hellenism from his early
years. Kleandros, the friend of Philopoemen's deceased father, brought him
up "rather as Homer says Achilles was reared by Phoenix, so that from the
very outset his character took on a noble and kingly form and growth" (1.
2). Later he came under the care of the philosopher politicians Ekdelos and
Demophanes: "they certainly counted the education of Philopoemen among
their other deeds, thinking that by means of philosophy they had turned out
a man who was a koivov ocue^oq to Greece" (1. 5).
* Cf. Polybius ii. 40. 2: (Philopoemen) dyiBvicmiv 8e Kai xtKecio-opyov
.
' Cf. R. Enington, Philopoemen (Oxford 1968) 250.
* Cf. Dio of Prusa xxxi Rhodian 157, to koivov d^io>na of Hellas.
' Ci.Phil. 15. 2,Demoslh. 19. \,Phoc. I. 4,Ag./Cleom. 37. 1.
' Cf. Arat. 24. 2. As J. Deininger, Der potilische Widersland gegen Rom in Griechenland
217-86 V. Chr. (Berlin 1971) 125, notes, there is nothing in the tradition to indicate the
appellation is "cynical" (Errington [op. cit., n. 5], 218)—Plutarch certainly did not take it that
way (cf. Brut. 44. 2: "[Brutus] called Cassius the last man among the Romans, implying that it
was no longer possible for a spirit so great to arise in the city").
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One of Plutarch's sources for Phil, was probably the encomium written
in three books by Polybius (see Polybius x. 21). There is no cause to look
elsewhere for the early biographical details. But it is not merely due to
Polybius' interest that these have been introduced strongly in the first
chapter of Plutarch's Life. Education was plainly important to Plutarch, and
heroes' possession of Hellenic TtaiSeia may entail respect for Greece.' The
notes on Philopoemen's upbringing serve the purpose of emphasizing his
commitment to Hellenic thought and to the idea that the right sort of
education may relate to the right sort of action.
The values inculcated into Philopoemen make it natural that he opposed
Rome's advancing power in Greece. The presentation of the advance and of
Philopoemen's opposition is interesting. There is nothing in the Life about
Flamininus' complete liberation of Hellas. In c. 14 Philopoemen returns
from Crete to find Philip defeated. Here there could have been a note on the
liberation of the Greeks, which would not have been entirely irrelevant.
Instead we straight away have a clash between Philopoemen and
Flamininus. The nature of the discord is rivalry (on Flamininus' part) about
who benefited Greece more. Philopoemen, on putting down Nabis, is
highly honoured by the Greeks and thus secretly upsets Flamininus, who is
<piX6xi|iO(; (15. 1) and thought he should have received more honour than
Philopoemen because he had freed those parts of Greece which were subject
to Macedon. In Phil, the spotlight is on Philopoemen (tinwuevo^
EKTtpETiax;); the implication is that the honours paid to him surpass those
paid to Flamininus (at Flam. 13. 2—the same incident—Philopoemen gets
equal honour, which annoys Flamininus just as much). It does seem that
Plutarch is keen in Phil, to stress Philopoemen's genuine popularity with
the Greeks (1. 6, 11. 4, 15. 1; cf. 10. 13); note how honours often come in
the sequence of liberating wars against tyrants (Machanidas, Nabis; cf. his
glory in the battle of Sellasia against Cleomenes). Flamininus receives
gratitude—that is something different.'"
Chapters 16 and 17 are particularly important for Philopoemen's
attitude to Rome. In 16 he warns Diophanes, the Achaean general for 191
B.C., not to provoke trouble in the Peloponnese, "when Antiochus and the
Romans are hovering with so many armies," then prevents Diophanes and
Flamininus from reaching Sparta. Plutarch does not approve of this,
labelling it "an act which was not lawful, still less produced by just
principles"; but there is a degree of admiration when he hails it as "great and
prompted by a great spirit." In 17 we hear of Philopoemen's opinions on
the war against Antiochus: he begrudged the Romans their victory because
of Antiochus' sloth and luxury. "When the Romans," Plutarch continues
' Cf. Luc. 1. 4-8. 7. 4-7, 20. 1-6. Cim. 1-2; Marc. 1. 2-3, 19. 6, 20. 1. 21. 7; Aem. 2. 6,
28; I discuss this matter along with the general importance Plutarch attached to education,
especially for Roman heroes, in an article to appear in JHS.
'" Cf. Luc. 23. 3 where Lucullus enjoys real popularity and good-will among the Greeks.
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(17. 2 sq.), "had conquered Antiochus, they were already becoming more
closely involved with Greek affairs, and were encompassing the Achaeans in
their power as the demagogues inclined to their support. Their strength,
with the help of the 5ai|j,(ov, was growing great in all areas, and the end
was near to which fate decreed the fortune [of Greece] must come in its due
cycle. Here, Philopoemen, like a good helmsman contending against high
seas, was on some subjects compelled to give in and yield to the times. But
in most he continued his opposition by attempting to draw those who were
powerful in speech or action in the direction of freedom."
This most important statement about Philopoemen's opposition to
Rome covers the years following the defeat of Antiochus, for which no
detailed narrative is given. It is interesting that Plutarch does portray
Philopoemen opposing the Romans in this period, for it is unclear how
Polybius treated his attitude. Certainly in his defence of Philopoemen
before Mummius at Corinth in 146 B.C. Polybius concentrated on
Philopoemen's policy at the time of the wars against Philip and Antiochus,
and perhaps deliberately skirted over the period between Antiochus' defeat
and Philopoemen's death, the period of clashes of policy with Rome.''
There are, though, some traces of opposition activity in the general
assessment of Philopoemen at xxiv. 11. 1-13. 10, the comparison and
contrast with Aristainos. The occasion for this posthumous (cf. xxiii. 12)
evaluation is probably the embassy of Kallikrates to Rome in 181 B.C.
(xxiv. 8. 1-10. 15). The patriotic, though contrasting, views of
Philopoemen and Aristainos are no doubt intended to show the basic
consensus of earlier Achaean politicians, since Polybius says that
Kallikrates' prompting was the first occasion when Rome was invited to
think of self-interest in Greek affairs (xxiv. 10. 2 sqq.).'^ Plutarch knew
that Polybius had chosen to understand Rome's methods too late (Phil. 17.
2), and he clearly believed that Philopoemen's resistance to Rome was more
than a rumour (Polybius xxiv. 13. 10).
Plutarch's departure from Polybius on these matters may explain his
different positioning of the contrast between Philopoemen and Aristainos
(17. 4). His context suggests the League synod of 191 B.C. (cf. Livy
xxxvi. 35. 7), since he cites as an example of Philopoemen's independence
his resistance to the requests of Flamininus and M'. Acilius to restore the
Spartan exiles (17. 6-7). It may be that Plutarch has inserted the contrast
haphazardly, '3 but more probably the positioning is deliberate, and the
opportunity is taken to use the contrast between the two Achaean politicians
" F. Walbank, A Historical Commentary on Polybius, vol. iii (Oxford 1979) 732; cf.
Enington [op. cil., n. 5] 222.
'^ Naturally Polybius saw that Rome's involvement in Greece had already become much
closer as a result of the wars against Philip and Antiochus (xxiv. 11.3).
" Cf. Walbank [op. cit., n. 1 1] 264.
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to flesh out the increasing emergence of Philopoemen's contentiousness
against Rome.
The following chapters (18-21) deal with Philopoemen's death fighting
Deinokrates of Messene. The theme of Greek freedom and Roman
encroachment is not relevant, for the whole action concentrates on
Philopoemen the man and his death. In the final chapter of the Life
Plutarch does return to this major theme, albeit from a different angle. At
21. 10 he records that many statues of Philopoemen were set up in the
cities, and then mentions a proposal by a Roman following the sack of
Corinth that the statues be destroyed, since Philopoemen was an enemy of
Rome. After some debate Mummius and his staff decide not to allow the
honours to be destroyed, "although he [Philopoemen] had made considerable
opposition to Flamininus and Acilius. These judges distinguished, it would
seem, between virtue and necessity, and between honour and advantage.
They rightly and properly considered it was always the case that benefactors
ought to receive reward and gratitude from their beneficiaries, and good men
honour from the good."''' The final message of the Life hails the justice of
Mummius and his commisioners in upholding the statues of Philopoemen
despite his opposition to Rome. These later Romans recognize that
Philopoemen's opposition did not stem from idle reasons. Plutarch is
happy to agree with them.
So, at the beginning of the Life Philopoemen is the inheritor and
promoter of the Greeks' antique virtues (1. 6); at the end it is for virtue and
nobility that he receives posthumous commendation from Rome.
n
The reader or hearer would approach Flam, with Rome's later vindication of
Philopoemen (and Plutarch's agreement) in the forefront of his mind. Flam.
follows the form of PMl. In c. 1 the main points of the hero's character are
laid out. Plutarch comments on Flamininus' preference for doing favours
rather than receiving them, and on his general stance as a benefactor (1. 2).
This is the most important theme of the LifeP Going with it is the idea of
the liberator.'^ There is a further link with Flamininus' desire for <pi^oTi|iva
'* Cf. Pel.-Marc. synk. 3. 10, De cap. ex inim. ulil. 91a.
'5 Benefaction: 12. 6, 12. 8, 13. 3, 15. 3. 15. 6-9, 16. 4, synk. 1. 1, 3. 4; cf. Nero at 12.
13.
l« Liberation: 5. 8, 10. 5 sqq.. 12. 6, 12. 11.
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and 86^a. ^iXoTi|iia is stressed heavily. i'' Love of 56^a is also
prominent.'*
Hellenic sympathies are clearly important in the presentation of
Flamininus (cf. 2. 3, 5. 6-8). However, Plutarch has nothing comparable
to the notes on Philopoemen (cf. 1. 4—^Flamininus' naiSeia consisted of
Tct oTpai;icoTiKd). The cause is Plutarch's awareness that Greek
educational methods at Rome were not freely available at this time, together
with a lack of material from which to reconstruct,'' and the omission does
not undermine Flamininus' Hellenic outlook.
Plutarch begins the narrative by bringing out Flamininus' energy and
motivation, his youth (2. 2 "he was not yet thirty years of age," the same
age as Philopoemen when first active, Phil. 5. 1), and his diplomacy (2. 3).
This was the first time, Plutarch says, that Greece was brought into close
contact with Romans, and unless their commander had been "a naturally
good man who employed words instead of war . . . and laid the greatest
stress on what was just, [Greece] would not so easily have welcomed an
dA,X6(pvA.ov dpxr|v in the place of those she was accustomed to." Plutarch
adds (2. 5),
xavxa HEV ovv in\ tmv Tcpa^ecov avxou StiXovxai.
This statement—or its equivalent—is on several occasions to be found near
the beginning of a text and/or after remarks of an introductory nature, asking
the reader or hearer to examine the ttuth of what has been said from what
follows.^" Here we are invited to judge from the narrative not so much of
the character of Flamininus, but of the methods by which Greece came to
accept foreign dominion.
Plutarch comments on Greek views at 5. 6 sqq.: "they had heard the
Macedonians say that a commander of a barbarian army was marching
against them subduing and enslaving everything through force of arms.
Then, when they met a man who was young in years, humane in
appearance, a Hellene in voice and language, and a lover of true honour, they
were amazed and charmed ... (5. 8) and then at last it became quite clear
even to the partisans of Philip that the Romans had come to wage war not
on the Greeks, but on the Macedonians on behalf of the Greeks."
''' OiXoTinia: 1. 3, 3. 3, 5. 3, 7. 2 iax^pSx;, 9. 5, 17. 2—against Philopoemen, 20. 1,
synk. 1. 4; cf. 12. 11-12; it is used at 6. 5 of Attalus, 7. 4 of the Romans and Macedonians; the
related concepts of cpiXoviKia and C,r{KoxvKia are used of Ramininus at 13. 2 ((piXoviKia is
used also of Greece at 1 1. 6).
'* Love of 864a: 1. 3 bis, 7. 2, 13. 2, 20. 2. 21. 1, synk. 2. 2; cf. 16. 5-7, 17. 1; it occurs
at 15. 2, 21. 10 in a different sense applied to others.
" The result is seen in Flamininus' surrender in later years to unseasonable ambition
(controlled by education, De virl. mor, 452d).
^ Cf. Mar. 2. 4; Aratus 10. 5; Per. 2. 5, 9. 1; Cim. 3. 3; Ag.lCleom. 2. 9; Phoc. 3. 9;
Quaest. con. vii intro. 697e.
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At 2. 5 Plutarch had described the Roman hegemony as an aXX6<p-oXo(;
dpxT| (cf. 11.7). The same expression is applied to Macedon alArat. 16. 4.
However, Rome and Macedon are not to be equated, for Macedon was an
unwelcome power. Indeed, its interference in the Peloponnese at the
invitation of Aratus was tantamount to the barbarization of the area (id. 38.
6-7, Ag.lCleom. 31.7). Thus it is that Plutarch is keen to emphasize that
Rome is not in any way pdpPapoq {Flam. 5. 6), and that far from coming
to enslave Greece, the Romans had come to liberate her from Macedon (5.
8).
In keeping with this presentation, Flamininus' duplicity in the embassy
sent after the conference of Nicaea^' is held to be due to his being (piA,6xvno<;
. . . iox-opS"; and concerned for his 56^a (7. 2), and there is no hint that he
was ready to betray the Greeks.22 Plutarch is in no doubt that Flamininus
would have made peace had a successor been appointed, but there seems to
be no criticism of his motives so far as Greece is concerned, perhaps because
Flamininus did make a very satisfactory peace for the Greeks a little later (9.
8).
The central chapters (10 and 11) of the Life are perhaps the most
important. In 10 Plutarch records the proclamation at the Isthmian Games
in 196 B.C.23 In 11 he records the resulting opinions of the Greeks,
contrasting Flamininus favourably with "men like Agesilaus, Lysander,
Nicias, and Alcibiades," and pointing out that most of the Greeks' wars had
been against themselves, whereas "dXA.6<puXoi dv5pE9 who were thought to
have only slight sparks and insignificant traces of a common remote
ancestry ... had undergone the greatest dangers and hardships to rescue
Greece and set her free from harsh despots and tyrants" (11. 7). The
thoughts put into the mouths of others arc Plutarch's own.^-* Parallel
versions in Polybius and Livy both have comments on the Roman action of
liberating Greece (xviii. 46. 13-15; xxxiii. 33. 5-8). Their remarks are
about Rome, her ideals, power, and virtue. There is, especially in Livy, an
element of romance. Plutarch is different: he dwells on Greece, and on the
distinctively Greek flaws of (piXoviKva and the inability to live in peace.^^
^' The conference has been alluded to at 5. 8 (the relation between conference and embassy is
obscured by the anachronistic accession of Boeotia in c. 6). C. P. Jones, Plutarch and Rome
(Oxford 1971) 95, holds that Flamininus' peace offer to Philip at 5. 8 is that made at the river
Aous rather than at Nicaea; a comparison of Plutarch's narrative with that of Livy shows that
this is not so.
^ On Flamininus' aims at Nicaea, see E. Badian, Titus Quinclius Flamininus, Philhellenism
and Realpolilik (Cincinnati 1970) 40 sqq.
^ This is made more dramatic by the return of the "fetters of Greece"—Demetrias, Chalcis,
(Acro-)Corinth—before the announcement; cf. Polybius xviii. 45. 12, Livy xxxiv. 50. 8, 51.
1^.
" Cf. e. g., Phoc. 28. 3, Pomp. 70. Sul. 12. 9-14.
^ See C.B.R. Pelting, "Synkrisis in Plutarch's Lives," Miscellanea Plutarchea (Ferrara 1986)
83-96, 85.
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In c. 12 Flamininus proclaims the freedom of Greece again at the
Nemean Games. The proclamation in fact took place after the war against
Nabis in 195 B.C., not before, as here, and concerned the Argives only (Livy
xxxiv. 41). Plutarch is eager to restate Flamininus' commitment to
liberation, and to hail his policy of instilling euvojiia, ojiovoia, and
<pi?io(ppoot)VTi into the Greek cities (12. 6), reminding us of Aratus at Phil.
8. 3 (ojxovoia Kal noXizzia). At Flam. 12. 8 Plutarch comments in his
own right on Greek attitudes towards Rome: "in the case of Flamininus and
the Romans the gratitude of the Greeks for the benefits they received led not
only to expressions of praise, but also to confidence among all men and to
power 6iKa{co<;." The Romans had acted justly, and hence the Greeks came
over to them (cf. 5. 4-6). "The result was that within a short time—and
perhaps God was lending a helping hand—everything became unriKoa to
them. But he [Flamininus] himself took most pride in the liberation of
HeUas" (12. 10-11).
Compare with this Phil. 11. 4 and 17. 2-3 (Philopoemen at the
Nemean Games; his opposition to increasing Roman power). In Flam, the
Greeks are grateful to Flamininus and the Romans, but the latter have no
genuine popularity. They had restored to the Greeks their freedom, but
unlike Philopoemen they had not been able to restore to them their
7ia>.ai6v d^ico|i.a (Phil. 11. 4). Rome's actions in Greece on behalf of
Greece could be presented as liberation or domination. In Phil, there is
nothing of the former, and 17. 2 sq. emphasizes the latter. Philopoemen is
presented as struggling against forces outside his control in the manner of
Phocion or Cato Minor (Phoc. 1-3). In Flam, the tone is one of liberation
and gratitude. The Greeks voluntarily join the Romans. The Romans treat
the Greeks with respect, and the policy of liberation is conscious (2; 11.
7).2* Even the role of the divine is open to doubt (12. 10), as it is not at
Phil. 17. 2.
The presentation accords carefully with the manner most suitable for
either Life. It is difficult to gauge Plutarch's own view. At Flam. 12. 13
he notes that in his own time Nero had, like Flamininus, chosen Corinth to
proclaim the Greeks "free and autonomous." Nero's grant of freedom in 67
A.D. (SIG^ 814) must have made an impression on the Greeks, spiritually
and economically. It was an event which had stuck in Plutarch's mind (cf.
De sera num. vind. 568a); but it seems likely that its abrogation by
Vespasian (Pausanias vii. 17. 4) was remembered by him also (and accounts
in part for his strong dislike of that emperor, Amat. 771c). His narration of
the first declaration of Uberty in 196 B.C. is not "naive and uncritical."^ He
is aware of the expediency at the back of Flamininus' policy. Note again
how unromanticized the philhellenism is—it stems partly from Flamininus'
^ Plutarch's failure to give a cause of Rome's war against Philip (i. e. his alliaitce with
Hannibal) makes its intervention seem all the more noble.
^ A. Wardman, Plutarch's Lives (London 1974) 129.
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own personal desire to be a benefactor and to receive honour, partly from
Roman awareness of the best way of making an dA.X6(p\)Xo(; apxfi acceptable
to Greece (2. 5). Plutarch realizes Greek failings and appreciates Roman
benefits, but he is not interested in rehearsing Roman propaganda about
idealized liberation. He knew that it was only a little later that the Romans
came to control everything in Greece and the Greek East (Phil. 17. 2; Flam.
12. 10), just as he knew very well that the proclamation of Nero was only
of temporary effect.^* We should distinguish Flamininus himself from
Rome—as Plutarch does: showing typical care for his hero he deliberately
states that Flamininus continued to t^e pride in his liberation (12. 11).
This concern to preserve Flamininus' claims to be the liberator of
Greece is noticeable also in the narration of the war against Antiochus and
even in the peace made with the tyrant Nabis (13-16). In c. 17 Plutarch
goes on to summarize his hero's attitude to the Greeks in a series of
apophthegms. These are designed to illustrate his character before the
narration of his activities at Rome (18-21).
I turn now to consider the characterization of the two men together.
That the presentation of liberation or domination differs in each Life is
partly due to the need to distinguish the heroes. Yet this is not the whole
story—it does seem that Plutarch is also distinguishing and presenting
discrete interpretations of the historical events, for the characteristics of the
two men are quite similar.
Sufficient work has been done in recent years to make it clear that
Plutarch envisages a common base between his heroes and demonstrably
incorporates common themes in either half of the paired Lives.^ There is
no cause to see Phil.-Flam. as exceptional in this respect. In this pair
Plutarch's moral/ethical interests focus on (piA.oTi|j.ia with its neighbouring
traits of cpiA-oviKia and (piA,o5o4ia. He might seem to have characterized
Flamininus with the more neutral quality of <piXoti^ia, and Philopoemen
with the ostensibly worse quality of (piA,oviKia, especially in the
synkrisis.^'^ At Phil. 3. 1 Philopoemen is typified by cpiXoviKia and opyr),
qualities not really brought out in the following narrative.^ ^ But the
^ The methods of Roman control (invitation by factions and demagogues
—
Flam. 12. 9-10,
Phil. 17. 2) were familiar lo him from the present too (fraec, ger. reip. 81 4e sqq.).
Cf. H. Erbse, "Die Bedeutung der Synkrisis in den Parallelbiographien Plutarchs," Hermes
84 (1956) 398-424; P. A. Stadter, "Plutarch's Comparison of Pericles and Fabius Maximus,"
GRBS 16 (1975) 77-85; J. Geiger, "Plutarch's ParaUel Lives: the Choice of Heroes," Hermes
109 (1981) 85-104; PeUing [op. cit., n. 25].
'° Cf. PeUing [op. cit., n. 25] 84-89; generaUy Wardman [op. cit., n. 27] 115-24. The
distinction between piXotinia and tpiXoviKia is the basis of a very different approach lo Phil.-
Flam. in an as yet unpublished paper by Joseph Walsh.
" OiXoviKia occurs 3. 1 bis, 17. 7; dpfi\ occurs 3. 1 bis, 17. 5.
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primary quality at 3. 1 is to (piA,6Ti|iov. This was "not altogether free of
(piX,oviKia nor devoid of opyrj." What Plutarch says here is that (piXoviKia
was a facet of Philopoemen's ambition, not that it was permanently
displayed (the same is true of anger). Similarly, when he adds that
Philopoemen could not always "remain true" (emieveiv) to Epaminondas'
Tipaov, Pa9t), and (piXavOpawiov, he does not mean that these statesmanlike
qualities were entirely unknown to him (cf. 16. 1-3), but that he had a
soldierly rather than a political dpexTi. Plutarch does not deny Polybius'
testimony to Philopoemen's political skills (xxiii. 12. 8-9).
With Flamininus (piX.0Ti|i{a is again the key element in the character
and lies behind his good and bad points. He is in fact (1. 3) (piA-orinorato^.
He is also (ib.) <pi>.o5o^6TaToi;. Rather than combining to (pi^6ti|iov with
TO (piA,6KaXov as one ought (De cap. ex inim. util. 92d), Flamininus'
(piXoTi|i(a is associated with 66^a. This is its aim when it goes to the bad,
especially towards the end of his life (7. 2, 20. 1, 21. 1),^^ and So^a is the
counterpart of Philopoemen's (piX,oviKia (at 13. 2 56^a is linked with
(pvA,oviKia and ^TiXoTUJiia).
There are a number of passages which demonstrate that for Plutarch
(piA.oviK{a, <piXoTi|i(a, and even (piXo6o^{a were really very similar. Both
(piXoTi|i.{a and (piXoviK{a may be good^^ as well as bad,-'^ and the pursuit of
66^a naturally has points of contact with the other two terms.^^
There are naturally differences between Philopoemen and Flamininus,
but they share as their leading characteristic (piX.0Ti|i.ia and its associated
traits. This characterization is far stronger and more obvious than anything
in the tradition. Consider Philopoemen. In Livy there is nothing on his
ambition or contentiousness against the Romans. Philopoemen is praised
for his military ability (xxxv. 26. 10, 28. 1), and held to excel all of his
time in prudentia and auctoritas (xxxv. 25. 7). Only an excerpt from
Polybius testifying to his having been (piXoSo^Tjoaq in politics (xxiii. 12.
8; cf. similarly 14. 1 of Scipio; in Plutarch's treatment it is of course
Flamininus who must pursue glory) and other passages indicating a
readiness to dispute with fellow-politicians or with Rome (xxii. 19, xxiii.
5. 13-18, xxiv. 11. 6-8, 13. 1-10) offer a clue.
'^ Cf. Sul. 7. 2: q)iXoxi(iia and So^onavia are the "ageless passions."
'^ Cf. De virt. mor. 452b: lawgivers have included (piX«Ti(i{a (and ^fiXtx;) in constitutions,
i. e. at Spaita; Ages. 5. 5 («n£KKa«(ia xii; dpeTTi(; ... to cpiXoviKov xai piXotiiiov), Lys.
2.4.
^ Cf. A%es. 5. 7 ("excessive piXoviKiai . . . entail great dangers"), Ag./Cleom. 2. 3 (perils
of excessive jtoX,iTiKai <(>iA,OTi(iiai), Arist.-Cat. synk. 5. 4 (<piX,OTi(iio is "troublesome and
highly productive of envy"), Praec. ger. reip. (dangers of pubUc qiiXoviKiai: e. g. 819b, 825a,
825e; of public <piXoTi|i(ai: 819f-820f, 8250-
'^ Cf. esp. Ag./Cleom. 1-2; for 1. 2 (the erroneous identification of glory with virtue), cf.
Coriol. 4. 5, and note that the only mention of Flamininus' dpExri is in the context of his love
of glory (F/am. 1.3).
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Again, Flamininus is not associated with rank ambition and craving for
fame. For example, his ambition is given great play in Flam. 7 (cf. 7. 2
iox-opfix;), which concerns his aim of proroguing his command. Compare
Polybius and Livy. Polybius may attribute some duplicity to Flamininus
concerning his private conversation with Philip on the second day of the
conference at Nicaea (xviii. 8. 8); nothing is made obvious though. Perhaps
the Livian version (xxxii. 32. 6-8) lends itself more readily to identifying a
leading characteristic, which Plutarch exaggerates; cf. similar worries of
Flamininus about the war with Nabis (xxxiv. 33. 14). On another
occasion, however, Plutarch deliberately departs from Livy: Flamininus'
(piXoTi|x{a emerges for him most strongly in the embassy to Prusias at the
end of the Life, whereas Livy makes fear of Hannibal a principal reason for
the embassy (Plutarch notes this at Flam. 21. 14), imputes no base motives
to him, and in the final sentence of Hannibal's speech—omitted in
Plutarch's translation at 20. 10-11—speaks of Flamininus' mission as
official (xxxix. 51. 11).
What emerges from this is the deliberate introduction of similar traits
for the two heroes. We have the common technique where Plutarch explores
a certain characteristic and shows the sD-engths and weaknesses it may bring
out in a man. Given this, is it significant with regard to Philopoemen that
one of Plutarch's criticisms of the Greek generals of old at Flam. 11. 6
concerns their <piA.oviKia? Since both Philopoemen and Flamininus have
closely related defects in their ambitious natures, including contentiousness,
it is unlikely that Plutarch is here stigmatizing Philopoemen. Nevertheless,
in the Praec. ger. reip. he does recommend avoiding the strife and discord of
previous generations of politicians, and at 825d-f he singles out cpiXoviKia
and opyn. Philopoemen is Unked with these in his Life, and as he is the
"last of the Greeks" (1. 7), will have similarities with earlier leaders. But,
as we have seen, he is not so crudely damned by Plutarch. And although it
is stated at Flam. 11.5 that past leaders did not know how to use their
successes npoi; /dpiv zv>'iv>ir\ Kal to KaXov, at Phil. 21. 12 xapi<; and to
KttXov are among the qualities Plutarch says the Roman judges "correctly
and fittingly" ascribed to Philopoemen. It is difficult to resist the view that
the last of the Greeks was in fact seen by Plutarch as a genuine benefactor of
his country and an inheritor of her ancient virtues rather than vices (1. 6; cf.
Polybius xxiii. 12. 3). Plutarch was fully aware that the supremacy of one
Greek state entailed the downfall of another—that is why he never exalts the
Athenian and Spartan hegemonies. Yet it produced great men. Among
individuals, after Timoleon (cf. Tim. 29. 5-6, 35, 36. 1-4, 37. 4-6, 39. 7)
it is perhaps Philopoemen who is represented as benefiting Greece as far as
possible.
Consideration must now be given to the synkrisis. Can we detect a
preference for one hero over the other? Philopoemen is apparently
condemned for <piX,oviKia in synkrisis 1. Why is this so? Simply because
this section is about a|iapxT|naxa, not overall character. It is true that
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hardly anything is made of Flamininus' faults. On the other hand, Plutarch
has been dwelling on Flamininus' failings in cc. 18-21 of his Life. We
should bear in mind that the synkriseis are often not rigorously organized in
terms of the space allotted to each hero. So, in c. 3 it is Philopoemen who
receives greater treatment than Flamininus, but here to his credit. Really
Plutarch is not saying that Philopoemen was a worse man than Flamininus.
One might say that the synkrisis has more on Philopoemen than
Flamininus. This may be due to the lack of balance and organization
common in these pieces. Equally, it may be that Plutarch found
Philopoemen a more sympathetic character. Flamininus' status as Greece's
most important benefactor is unrivalled. But it is not what Plutarch is most
concerned with. In the final section he brings together a principal theme of
the Phil. (Philopoemen's independence) and the theme he promised to
spotlight at Flam. 2. 5 (Roman involvement in Greece). At 3. 4 we are
told,
Tevvaia ^£v ovv Tlxow xa npbq lovq "EA.X.iivai; eTtieiicn koi
(piXdvOpcojia, YEvvaioxepa Se OiXoTtoiixevoq xo npbq xovq
'Pconaiov(; aK^Tipa koi <piA.eA.ev0Epa paov yap xapiC^^^Qcii toi^
SeonEvoi^ n A-vjceiv dvxixeivovxa lovc, 5\)vaxwx£po\)(; (cf. Flam. 1.
3, Phil. \1. 3).
Philopoemen is an object of genuine admiration and affection in
Plutarch's portrait. Even the end of the Life (cc. 18 sqq.)—where he might
appear especially quarrelsome—really shows him in a good light. As a
mature and elderly statesman his spirit of contention has diminished, and he
is looking forward to a quiet old age, mirroring the waning power of Greece
(18. 2); Flamininus' later years at Rome are marred by bad statesmanship
(19. 7) and immaturity (20. 2). Remember Phil. 21. 12, where the reader or
listener learns that Philopoemen's benefactions were never made for himself.
Coming immediately after this to Flam, he finds out that the Roman's
benefactions were not altruistic and stemmed from a love of ambition (1. 3).
Thus though praised at synkrisis 3. 4, Flamininus' benefactions are less
YEvvaia than Philopoemen's opposition.
The Roman benefited Greece, but the Greek attempted to preserve her
freedom {Phil. 11. 4, 17. 3). Flamininus was "better" for Greece, and
—
granted—a better example for inter-Greek relations of any age (but not for
political relations in general). Philopoemen's ways were those which caused
Greece's downfall. But when Plutarch claims they were Yevvaioxepa, can
we deny that he allows himself to be ruled by his heart more than by his
head and that he is here expressing his profound admiration?
"The difference [between Philopoemen and Flamininus]," Plutarch
continues (3. 5), "is, now they have been examined, hard to define." It is
not clear whether he is referring here to the circumstances of their lives or to
their characteristics. One could argue both ways. In support of the first
view is the fact that they were after all contemporaries and involved to a
Simon Swain 347
large extent in the same theatre of operations. And yet their contacts in the
Lives are not extensive. They did many different things. Differing
circumstances are distinguished in the synkrisis (cf. 2. 2, 4; 3. 1). It is
better to take Plutarch as thinking in terms of character, for we have seen
that the leading characteristics of the two men, that is (piXoxi^iia or
(pi^viKia, are really very similar in his eyes. How, then, are these heroes
to be distinguished? "Consider if we have not arbitrated fairly by awarding
the Hellene the crown for military and strategic expertise, and the Roman
that for justice and goodness of heart" (3. 5). Roman involvement in Greece
provides the rationale for this decision.^ Throughout the pair Hamininus is
presented as liberator and benefactor, and in particular is commended for his
justness—all of this in his dealings with Greece (cf. Flam. 2. 5, 11. 4, 12.
6), for neither justice nor xpTioxo-rri^ are shown in his domestic politics or
in his action against Hannibal. Philopoemen has been a fighter all his life.
Most of his military worth was proved against Greeks and was "not happy"
for that reason {synkrisis 2. 3); but is it not particularly in his resistance to
Rome that he is praiseworthy for his fighting spirit (Phil. 16. 3; 17. 3, 7)
and for which even the Romans commend him (21. 12)? If this is so, we
may say that against an historical background of increasing Roman
involvement in Greece and declining Greek independence, the qualities
Flamininus is attributed at 3. 5 are in no way impaired, while those of
Philopoemen are excused and enhanced.
Wolfson College. Oxford
'* Note Lys.Sul. synk. 5. 6 where Sulla is preferred for military skills, Lysander for moral
qualities; further, Ag./Cleom.-Grac. synk. 5. 7.

10
The Lives of the Caesars and
Plutarch's other Lives^
ARISTOULA GEORGIADOU
The Lives ofGalba and Otho have, in general, drawn very little attention
from scholars, unlike other Lives. It seems that originally they were a part
of a series of biographical sketches running from Augustus to Vitellius.
Only these two now survive of the eight Lives of the Caesars which are
mentioned in the Lamprias Catalogue. Consequently, observations and
suggestions about the lost Lives can only be speculative.^
How are we to regard the Lives of Galba and Othol Where do they
stand in relation to the Parallel Livesl I shall attempt to answer these
questions by focusing in this paper on a few prominent features of these two
Lives.
Let us first examine Plutarch's programmatic statement at the
beginning of the Life ofGalba and then compare it with similar statements
which appear in other Lives. After a few sentences summing up the
character of the times, he breaks off, reminding himself that a detailed
account of such events would belong to a full, systematic history, whereas
he must confine himself to what the Caesars did and suffered.^ So, he
makes it clear from the beginning that he is leaving the narration of details
to formal history, but that he will not pass over what is worth mentioning
in the actions and experiences of the emperors. Likewise, he says in
' A slightly different version of this paper was delivered at the International Conference of
the Plutarch Society, in Athens, in the Summer of 1987, entitled "Short Lives, Short Reigns:
the Lives ofGalba and Otho'' I am indebted to Dr David Larmour and Professors J. Geiger, D.
Sansone, Ph. A. Sladter, who read the article in manuscript and offered several helpful
suggestions.
^ Apart from Plutarch, accounts of the brief reigns of these two emperors are also given by
Suetonius, Tacitus (Hisl. i. 1-ii. 49) and Dio Cassius (64. 1-15). For the dating of these two
Lives see J. Geiger, "Zum Bild Julius Caesars in der romischen Kaiserzeit," Hisloria Band 24,
Heft 3 (1975) 444-53 and R. Syme, "Biographers of the Caesars," Museum Helveticum 37
(1980) 104-28, esp. pp.104-1 1.
Galba 2. 5 ta (iev ouv Ka6' EKaoxa t<ov yevonevcov ajtayyeXXeiv otKpiPSx; xfi^
TtpaYiiaxiKfj^ loTopiaq ecttiv, oaa 8e a^ia Xoyou xoic; toiv Kctiodpojv 'ipyoic, xai
ndSeoi <Jv^ne^T<DKEv, ouSe Efioi npooriKei napeXGEw.
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Pompey 8. 7: "Pompey's early deeds were extraordinary in themselves, but
were buried by the multitude and magnitude of his later wars and contests,
and I am afraid to revive them, lest by lingering too long upon his first
ventures, I should leave myself no room for those achievements and
experiences (e'pycov Kal 7ia9T||xdT(ov) of the man which were the greatest,
and most illustrative of his character {^^oc;)"^ So far, what makes this
programmatic statement look slightly different from the one set forth in the
Life ofGalba is Plutarch's expUcit emphasis on character, the matter which
interested him most in his biographies. Again, in the Life ofNicias 1. 5:
"I cannot pass over the actions narrated by Thucydides and Philistus, because
the temper and disposition (xpoTtov Kal 8id0Eoiv) of Nicias, hidden under
his many great sufferings (naQ&v), are involved in them. I have touched
on them briefly, relating only the bare essentials, in order not to appear
completely careless and lazy, but I have tried to collect other details which
have escaped most writers ... in doing that, I am not gathering a mass of
useless information, but passing on the means of observing a man's
character and temperament (tiGovi; Kal xpojiox))."' So, in both Pompey and
Nicias Plutarch's method is to eliminate some actions in favour of others, in
order to draw out information about the character from these events. He
feels no responsibility whatsoever to give a continuous history of events
—
this the reader can easily find elsewhere. His interest is focused on r\Qoc„
because he hopes that his readers may be led by examples of virtue to
become better themselves.^ Now, Plutarch in his statement of purpose in
Galba mentions nothing about providing his readers with material which
might illustrate the tiGo^ and xponoc, of the Caesars. However, he does say
that he will not omit such incidents as are worthy of mention in the epyoi^
Kal Jta9eaiv of the Caesars.^ "Epya Kal TtdGri are also the key-words in
the other two programmatic statements, and it is through these that Plutarch
illustrates the character of his figures. While Plutarch disclaims in Galba
the composition of npaynaTiKTi loxopia, he does not admit that he is
writing mere Lives, ^ as he clearly states in the Life of Alexander 1. 1-2 ,
*.
. . ovxax, at; enpa^e xoxt Jtpd^ei(; 6 Iloiiitfiioc;, aiiToi; koB' kavxat; i)it£p(j)VEii;
ouaai;, itXriGei 6e Kal heyeSei tSv uCTxepov ocytovtov koI noXituov KataKexcoanEvai;,
idcSitiv KivEiv, nf) TtEpi xa npana noXKf[i SiaxpiPfji; yEvonEvti; xcov (lETriaxojv Kal
(idXioxa 8t|Xo-uvxcov x6 fjSo^ 'ipyuiv Kal jiaGtinaxoav xo\i dv6p6i; dnoXEicpBinEv.
'&(; Yoi>v 6o«K«5i5Ti(; t^r\vty\e npd^Eii; Kal Oi^iaxoc; etieI itapeXQciv ov>k Eaxi,
(idXiaxd yz 5fi xov xponov Kal xriv 6id0eaiv xou dvSpoi; vno noXX&v Kal (lEydXcov
naSiov dnoKaX.\)7txonevTiv nEpiEXoiJoac;, ejti8pa(iajv ppaxEcoc; Kal 8id xtbv
dvaYKaiojv, I'va (if) navxdTtaoiv dnEX.f)i; 8oKm Kal dpyoc; Eivai, xd Sia^Evyovxa
xouc; TtoXXouc; . . . 7teJtEipa(iai ouvayaYCiv, oii xfiv dxpioxov dGpoi^cov loxopiav,
dX.Xd xfiv npoc; KaxavoTjaiv iiGouq Kal xponot) napa8i8o-ui;.
*See C. Pelling. "Plutarch's Adaptation of his Source-material," ///5 100(1980) 127-39.
esp. p. 135.
' Galba 2. 5 (quoted in n. 3).
' See E. G. Hardy, Plutarch's Lives ofGalba and Olho (London 1890) xii; also Fabius
Maximus 16. 5.
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where he says "I do not tell of all the famous actions of these men (i.e.
Alexander and Caesar), but in epitome for the most part ... for it is not
Histories that I am writing, but Lives."'
I believe that Plutarch is at pains to define the exact nature of this series
of Lives, and not without reason. He is not prepared to give a history of the
whole empire during the specific period he has chosen, as Tacitus promises
to at the beginning of the first book of the Histories (l-^), but will rather
select only those events which are directly or indirectly related to the
personal fortunes of the emperors, that is the epya Kal TtdGri of the
Caesars. In this connection, it is informative to examine to what extent his
judgements and reflections about the events and persons involved in them
reveal the general didactic and moralizing attitude seen in other Lives. Also,
to what extent, if at all, is he prepared to change in practice his theoretical
outlook of biographical writing in this series of historiographical sketches,
represented only by the Galba and Otho ?
Plutarch's moralizing introduction in the Life of Galba 1. 1-2. 1
closely resembles the introductory chapters of many of the Parallel Lives,
which open with one or more moral concepts and then'° describe the heroes
in accordance with the concept, as far as possible." So, from the very
beginning, the familiar Plutarchian moral tone and didactic tendencies, so
strongly present in the other Lives, establish some connections in terms of
structure and attitude between these two Lives and all the others. Also, it
has to be noted that this moralizing preface appears, when it occurs, only in
the first Life of the pair, and is usually followed by, or includes within it,
one or more comparisons,' ^ which serve to concentrate and direct the moral
'
. . .
Eotv ]a\ Ttdvxa lit^Se koG' eKaotov e^eipYO(a)iev<ia; ti. xSv itepiPoiiTcov
djcaY7eXXco(iev, aXX' inixt^vovxtc, tot nXtlaxa, (iti o'OKocpavxeiv. oxizt ydp lotopia?
ypdcponev aXXd Piovi; ....
^"SeeAralus 1. 1-4; Agis 1. 1-2. 6; Demetrius 1. 1-6; Serlorius 1. 1-7; Phocion 1-2;
Demosthenes 1-2; Alexander 1; Dion 1; Aem. Paulus 1; Pelopidas 1. 1-2. 8; Pericles 1. 1-2. 4;
Nicias 1; Cimon 2. 2-5/ Theseus 1.
" A. J. Gossage, "Plutarch" in Latin Biography (London 1967) ed. T. A. Dorey, pp. 45-77.
^^Demosth. 3. 1-5 (Demosthenes is compared with Cicero); Pelopidas 3-4: Pelopidas is
compared with Epaminondas and both are contrasted with other famous political pairs:
Themistocles-Aristides/Cimon-Pericles/Nicias-Alcibiades; Agisl. 7-11 (Agis and Qeomenes
are compared with the Gracchi); Philopoemen 3. 1 (Philopoemen is compared with
Epaminondas); Demetrius 1. 7-8 (Demetrius is compared with Anthony); Pyrrhus 8. 2 (Pyrrhus
is compared with Scipio and Hannibal); Sertorius 1. 8 (Scrtorius is compared with Philip,
Antigonus and Hannibal); Phocion 3. 7-8 (Phocion is compared with Cato in virtue, Alcibiades
with Epaminondas in bravery, Themistocles with Aristides in wisdom, Numa with Agesilaus in
justice; (again in Phocion 38. 5 Phocion is compared with Socrates in justice]); Fabius
Maximus 1. 9 (his maxims are compared with those of Thucydides, ibid 9. 2 the fate of
Minucius is compared with the one of the son of Manlius Torquatus; Fabius Maximus is
compared with Flaminius, Minucius, Varro, MarceUus, Scipio); Per. 5. 3 and 7. 3 (Pericles is
compared with Cimon; [ibid 18. 2-3 he is compared with Tolmides, in 6. 2-3 and 8. 4 with
Thucydides]; there is also a series of comparisons in Per. 16. 3 between Pericles and Ephialtes,
l.eocrates, Myronides, Cimon, Tolmides and Thucydides).
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reflections that are the primary purpose of Plutarchan biography.'^ Why the
above mentioned features, i.e. the preface and comparisons of moralizing
nature, appear only in the first Life of each pair oi Lives can be explained by
Plutarch's desire to draw immediately the attention of the readers to the basic
didactic purposes which, presumably, made him choose these specific Lives.
To go back to the Lives of Galba and Otho, we see that the same features
reappear in them: the moralizing preface occurs in the first Life of the pair,
and includes a series of moralistic precepts about how the army should
behave according to Iphicrates, Aemilius Paulus and Plato {Galba 1. 1-3),
as opposed to what was actually happening during the reign of Nero and
after his death. There follows a comparison between the brief reign of
Alexander, the king of Pherae {Galba 1. 6-7), and the reigns of the four
emperors: Nero, Galba, Otho and Vitellius (1. 8-9).
The Lives of Galba and Otho were not originally conceived as a pair,
like the Pairs of the Parallel Lives. However, although they were probably
designed to be read one after the other, like a series of interdependent
annalistic narrations, they present some similarities, perhaps superficial, to
the other Lives, as far as their overall structure is concerned.
The compositional device of ovyKpioK; occurs very frequently in the
Lives. ^'^ As D. A. Russell remarks, "either character or circumstance may
be the basis of a syncrisis; similar events affecting dissimilar persons and
similar persons reacting to contrasting events alike provide a suitable field
for the exercise . . . ."'^ Plutarch, in his Life of Galba, uses a series of
comparisons as the starting-point of his narration of events. The syncritical
technique, however, is not limited to the preface, but appears again and
again throughout the Life of Galba}^ throwing the main characters into
relief and displaying both their virtues and their limitations." In the Life of
" For the structural function of the npooiniov and the formal auyKpioK; in the Lives of
Plutarch see H. Erbse, "Die Bedeutung der Synkrisis in den Parallelbiographien Plutarchs,"
Hermes 84 (1956) 398-424; see also C.B.R. PeUing. "Synkrisis in Plutarch's Lives," Giornale
Filologico Ferrarese, Miscellanea Plutarchea, v. 8 (Ferrara 1986) 83-96.
'* Titles of Plutarch's works appearing in the Lamprias Catalogue attest to his strong
tendencies to compare and classify: IloTEpov 'ABrivaioi kutoi TtoXenov f) xazk oopiav
ev5o^6xEpoi, L-OYKpioetoi; 'Apiotoqiavoui; xal MevdvSpou £7tixo(iTi, Hepl tou noxepov
i58<Bp Ti jtup xpioif'^tepov, n6x£pa xSv ^(p<ov <ppovi(ia>xEpa xd xepooii" fl t"
ev\)8pa, ITepi xfi? Siatpopotq xmv nupptoveiav Kal 'AKaSiiiia'iKcov, rioxepov 6
Jt£pioa6(; dpiSjio^ t\ 6 apxioi; dneivtov, IxmiKmv Kai 'EniKO-opeitov £KX,oyai koi
eXeyxoi, rioxEpov xd >fOXTi<; li O(op.axo(; jtdSTi XEipova, Aixiai 'PconaiKai, Aixiai
PapSapiKai, TuvaiKcov dpExai.
'5 D. A. RusseU, Plutarch (London 1973) 114.
'* See 16. 1-3, where the policies of Galba and Nero are compared; in 16. 4 Galba is
compared with Vinius; in 19. 2 Otho is compared with Paris; in 19. 4-5 Otho is compared with
Nero; in 20. 3-6 Otho with Vinius; in 22. 7 Flaccus Hordeonius is compared with Galba; in
29. 1-5 we have the general concluding comparison between Galba and Nero and in 29. 4-5,
Galba's idea of commanding Tigellinus and Nymphidius is compared to Scipio's, Fabricius' and
Camillus' leadership of the Romans of their time.
" D. A. RusseU, "On Reading PluUrch's Lives," G 4 U 13 (1966) 139-54, pp. 150-51.
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Otho we notice again the same feature, though to a lesser degree,'* because
the Life of Otho is much richer in the narration of mihtary events and
factual instruction in general, and more meager in appraisal of characters
than the Life of GalbaP in which the description of acts illuminating the
person's character are both many and lengthy.^" It is Plutarch's moral
emphasis and deep interest in the study of character in the Life of Galba
which establish, more than anything else, strong connecting links between
this particular Life and the others. And it is for this reason, I believe, that
Plutarch's programmatic statement at the beginning of the Life of Galba
actually appUes with more consistency to the Life of Otho than to the,Lj/e
of Galba?''
At this point, reference should be made to the concluding comparisons
which form a kind of an epilogue to these two Lives. It is very likely that
these two Lives were written singly and without parallels, like the Aratus
and Artaxerxes, though they formed a group, unlike those. Formal parallels
were not needed, anyway, since the primary purpose in writing the Lives of
the Caesars was to narrate the events which were related to the epya Kal
TidGri of the Caesars. Yet, Plutarch, carried away by his desire to draw
moralistic lessons from these two Lives, as well, and thus to illustrate more
graphically his heroes' characters, uses the procedure of ouyKpioK; here, as
he does later, in his Parallel Lives, but makes it undergo a kind of
metamorphosis: he incorporates at the end of each Life an "internal"
ouyKpiOK;, which makes up for the absence of the formal o-uyKpioii; seen in
the other Lives. So, in Galba 29. 4 Galba's fate is compared with Nero's,
and in Otho 18. 2 Otho's life and conduct are compared with Nero's. These
two comparisons are not entirely unexpected, as both Galba and Otho are
compared with Nero on other occasions: in Galba 16. 1-4 Galba's poUcy is
juxtaposed to Nero's in a lengthy passage, and in Galba 19. 1-5, Otho's
lavish prodigality in his private life is likened to Nero's similar habits. It is
'* In Otho 4. 34-36 Oiho and Vitellius are compared; also in 9. 5 three pairs of public
persons are brought together: Sulla-Marius, Caesar-Pompey and ViteUius-Otho; in 12. 4 the
legion of Otho is compared with that of Vitellius.
'^ Otho 2. 1;4. 3;9. 2;9. 4.
^ The portrayal of Galba's character is given in 3. 2-3, 4. 1, 5. 2, 6. 4, 15. 2, 15. 4, 16. 1-
3, 17. 2, 21. 1, 27. 2, 29. 1-4; Otho's character in 19. 2-5, 20. 1-4, 21. 2, 23. 3^. 25. 1;
Vitellius' character in 22. 5; Piso's in 23. 2-3; Verginius Rufus' in 6. 1-3, 10. 1-3; Tigellinus'
in 2. 1. 8. 2, 13. 2. 17. 2-5. 19. 1, 23. 4, 29. 3; Nymphidius Sabinus' in 1. 5, 8. 1-5, 9. 1^;
Clodius Macer's in 6. 2; Vinius' in 11. 2-12. 3, 17. 1, 17. 3-4; Clodius Celsus' in 13. 4;
Flaccus Hordeonius' in 22. 5.
I only partly agree with C. P. Jones' emphasis on Plutarch's ethical interest in both Lives,
because, as I have already shown, most moral charaaerizations and ethical reflexions regarding
Galba and Otho are included in the Life ofGalba and not in the Life of Otho; see also Jones
(above, n. 8), pp. 73-74.
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with these two final, internal comparisons, which play the role of an
informal cpoyKpion;, that Plutarch brings the two Lives to an end.^^
Additionally, what makes these two Lives look unlike the other Lives
is their strong interdependency. They are interlocked in such a marked way,
that it is, in fact, impossible to understand the Life of Otho without
constantly referring to the Life of Galba. For instance, all the information
about Otho, his lineage, his connections with Nero, Galba, Vinius and other
political figures, his early military career, his conspiracy against Galba, and
the events which led to his proclamation as emperor by the army, are
narrated in the Life of Galba. Plutarch, beginning the Life of Otho, plunges
in medias res, after Otho's proclamation as emperor. By doing so, Plutarch
stays in line with his programmatic statement, that he will only be
concerned with the epya Kai 7id9r| of the Caesars, which implies, I
beUeve, that only the period during which the Caesars held their office will
be covered by the author. Plutarch makes no effort whatsoever to sum up
the most crucial incidents concerning Otho at the beginning of the Life, and
thus to introduce us more gently to the reign of the new emperor. He does
not even spare a few words to explain how the new emperor came into
power. He silently sends us back to the previous Life. Any reiterations and
reminders in the Life of Otho would only make it look just like one of the
other Lives.
The Life of Vitellius must have also been composed in the wake of the
Life of Otho. We see, for example, that, in the Life of Galba, Galba is the
center of attention, but the spotlight is often turned on Otho, and, to a lesser
degree, on Vitellius.^^ jn the Life of Otho the same pattern is followed:
Plutarch focuses his attention primarily on Otho, but, at the same time,
Vitellius' personality and pre-imperial activities are, on occasion,
appropriately highlighted.^ So, Plutarch constantly reminds his readers of
the future development of events and tactfully introduces, well in advance,
the emperors who will succeed Galba: in the Life of Galba, Otho and
Vitellius are introduced, and in the Life of Otho, Vitellius and Vespasian.^^
Accordingly, I would suggest that the Lives of Otho and Vitellius were also
interconnected, in a manner resembling what we have seen in the Lives of
Galba and Otho .
A similar feature of interdependency between Lives can be traced in the
Lives of Tiberius and Gaius Gracchus, which, however form a double Life
^ It is entirely possible that the other Lives of the Caesars, now lost, also concluded with
similar general comparisons of each emperor's character, fate and conduct of affairs with that of
his immediate predecessor.
^ Galba 22. 5; 22. 7; 27. 5.
^ In Galba 22. 7 Vitellius accepts the title "Gemianicus," but not "Caesar"; in Otho 4. 1
there were rumors that Vitellius had assumed the dignity and power of emperor, in Olho 13. 7,
after the defeat of Otho's army at Bedriacum, the amiy took an oath to support Vitellius and
went over his side.
^ Otho 4. 5.
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and not two separate ones. All the initial information about Gaius is given
in the Life of Tiberius 1. 8-3. 3 and, when Plutarch starts the Life of Gaius,
he picks up the thread of events from where he left it in the Life of Tiberius.
Thus, Plutarch can by no means claim to present in the Life of Gaius
Gracchus an all-rounded portrait of Gaius, or in the Life of Otho a full
portrait of Otho.
Another feature, which is directly related to the device of
interdependency, is the brevity of the two Lives and particularly of the Life
of Otho. The absence of features which occur regularly in other Lives
accounts for the striking shortness of the Life of Otho. References to
Otho's personality, early military career and private life all occur in the Life
ofGalba. Also, Uie usual details of the boyhood and education of both men
are completely absent from the two Lives. Finally, Plutarch focuses
primarily on the events immediately preceding the death of Nero in 68 A.D.
and up to the death of Otho in 69 A.D. This very short period offers fewer
opportunities for expansions and digressions than the rest of the Lives, in
which Plutarch could take the whole life-span of his protagonists into
consideration. It is true that the Life of Galba is much more eventful and
informative than the Life of Otho, as persons and circumstances had to be
adequately presented in this Life before the more factual and annalistic
narration of events takes the leading role in theLz/e of Otho.
Finally, I should like to mention one more feature common to nearly
all of Plutarch's Lives, that of Plutarch's polarized attitude towards the
individuals' physical appearance.^ His descriptions of physique fall within
two clearly defined and opposed categories, which reflect an attitude of
polarization: beautiful, graceful, symmetrical and generally idealized
features are opposed to asymmetrical and "defective" ones. He speaks, for
instance, of Pyrrhus' "awful mouth defect," or of Sulla's "fearful facial
expression with coarse red blotches," of Fabius Maximus' "wart on the
upper lip" or of Philopoemcn's "waist which is out of proportion with the
rest of the body," of Sertorius' one eye, of Demosthenes' "lean and sickly
body," of Pericles' "oddly shaped head," of Galba's "baldness and wrinkled
face," of Otho's "weakness and effeminacy of the body,"^ or of Flaccus
"who was physically incapacitated by acute gout" {Galba 18. 8).^* It is not
accidental that Plutarch selects from among all the features of an individual
only those which may produce a certain dramatic effect with their
"peculiarity" or "ugliness." No doubt he bears in mind that such features are
better impressed upon the readers' memory. It is not accidental either that
^ Plutarch's physiognomical descriptions in his Lives are treated in a greater detaQ in my
unpublished paper "'I5ea and the theory of Physiognomy in Plutarch's Lives."
'"Galba 25.2.
'^^ Pyrrhus 3. 6; Sulla 2. 1; F. Maximus 1. 4; Philopoemen 2. 3; Sertorius 1. 8;
Demosthenes 4. 4-5; Pericles 3. 3; Galba 13. 6.
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three such statements occur in the Life of Galba, which is more concerned
with matters of personality and character than the Life ofOtho.
In conclusion, then, the Lives of Galba and Otho are both similar to,
and different from, the corpus oi Parallel Lives. In his introductory remarks,
Plutarch's comments suggest that the Lives of Galba and Otho will be more
given to facts than to moral instruction. This would appear to mark a
significant divergence from his practice in the Parallel Lives. As we have
seen, however, Plutarch does not fully adhere to his statement of intent: the
Life of Otho is indeed different from the Parallel Lives . The Life of Galba,
however, with its moralizing preface, its series of comparisons, its self-
contained development, its emphasis on ethics and character and its use of
physiognomy in the service of morality, is clearly a less distant relative of
the Parallel Lives.
University ofIllinois at Urbana-Champaign
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Plutarch and Platonist Orthodoxy*
JOHN DILLON
The question of the place of Plutarch within the Platonic School is still a
live one, but it has changed its nature somewhat in recent years, especially
in view of the successful demolition of the Platonic Academy as an
institution in his day,^ and the inevitable fall-out from that in terms of
positing a coherent doctrinal tradition within Platonism. The removal of
the actual institution which might maintain (or propound) orthodoxy does
not in itself, it would seem, dispose of the general concept of a Platonic
orthodoxy, the alternatives to which are necessarily "heresy" or
"eclecticism." Plutarch in his day has been accused of both of these
deviations. The concept of orthodoxy itself, then, and the standing of
Plutarch within the Platonic School, both still merit examination.
Plutarch's position in the Platonist tradition cannot be properly
evaluated, however, it seems to me, so long as the notion of an "orthodox"
Platonism is maintained, whether propounded by an official Platonic
Academy, or not. Heinrich Dorrie, in an article published in 1971,^before
Lynch and Glucker had published their books (with which, however, he
would not necessarily have agreed),^ distorts the position of Plutarch by
postulating something that he calls "Schulplatonismus," which he sees
represented by such figures as Taurus in Athens, and Albinus in Smyrna
(Plutarch's teacher Ammonius he is not too sure about, op. cit. p. 36, n. 1).
But in fact we have no indication that there was in Athens at this time—let
This article originated in a talk to be given to the Pluurch Conference held in Athens in
June 1987, but not delivered then. It will appear also, in slightly different form, as an essay,
"Orthodoxy and Eclecticism in Middle Platonism and Neopythagoreanism," in The Question of
Ecleclicism: Studies in Later Greek Philosophy, ed. J. Dillon and A. A. Long (Berkeley and
Us Augeles 1988) 103-25.
' I refer to the works of John Lynch. Aristotle's School (Berkeley and Los Augeles 1972), and
John Glucker, Antiochus and the Late Academy, (Gottingen 1978).
^"Die Stellung Plutarchs im Platonismus seiner Zeit," in Philomathes: Studies and Essays
in Memory of PhUip Merlan, ed. R. Palmer and R. Hamerlon-KeUy (The Hague 1971) 36-56.
^We wiU see before long what he felt about this, when the later volumes of his history of
Platonism, Der Platonismus in Antike (Vol. I, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstadl 1987), appear.
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us say, 70 to 120 A.D.—anything like a "regular" Platonic School for
Plutarch to be contrasted with.''
John Glucker has done us the great service of "re-drawing the map" of
Middle Platonism,^ showing that what we are deaUng with in the period after
about 80 B.C. is no more than a series of individual teachers, in various
centres, including Athens, but also Alexandria and the great cities of Asia
Minor, identified as Platonists, and bound to the tradition (and to varying
extents to each other) through their own teachers, who were in turn
dependent on their teachers. To this extent only did the "Golden Chain" of
Platonic philosophy continue during this period. Individual philosophers
knew whether they were Platonists or not So did their pupils, and so did
the general public. The ancient Mediterranean intellectual 61ite was a small
world, by modem standards.
It is strange, therefore, that Glucker should boggle,^ even to the extent
that he does, at certain admittedly troublesome remarks which Plutarch
makes about the Academy in the course of his writings.'' In a well-known
passage of the dialogue On the E at Delphi (387F), for example, Plutarch
describes himself as "devoting myself to mathematics with the greatest
enthusiasm, although I was destined soon to pay all honour to the maxim
'Nothing to Excess', when once I had come to be in the Academy (ev
'AKaSriiieia yevonevoi;)." This to me certainly indicates a recognition by
Plutarch of a period in his intellectual development when he would not have
described himself as being in the Academic tradition, but rather, perhaps—to
judge from the context —as a Pythagorean. The context, after all, is that
one Eustrophus of Athens (whom Plutarch seems here to claim as a
particular associate^), utters a very Pythagorean encomium (388E), first, of
Number in general (as the basis and first principle of all things divine and
human), and then of the number Five in particular, to which Plutarch
himself assents enthusiastically (einov ouv KdA,A,ioTa xov Euo-cpocpov tS
dpi,0|j,a) X\)Z\\ TTiv dnopiotv, 387F).
* The Epicurean, and perhaps the Stoic, Schools seem to have survived into the second century
A.D. (evidence usefully assembled by Glucker, op. cit. pp. 364-73), but there is no comparable
trace of a definitive Platonic (or Peripatetic) School. Rather, there were, if anything, a
multipUcity of them (in Athens, Alexandria, Smyrna, and so on), each with their own diadochoi,
possessing a precarious continuity for a generation or so, and not aspiring to any exclusive
orthodoxy, though naturally all feeling themselves to be part of the intellectual "succession."
'To borrow a phrase of his from his review of my book The Middle Platonists in CR 30
(1980)58.
^Antiochus and the Late Academy, ch. 6, 256-80.
'Particularly, De. £ J87F; Def. Or. 431A; De Sera 549E; Quaest. Conv. DC 12, 741C; De
Facie 922F.
*This I take to be the significance of the rather coy sutement (388F) xauxa ttpoi; rmou;
eXeYEv ov) TiaiCmv 6 Evaxpocpoc;, gXK' SM^ triviKawta TtpooEKeinTiv xoi? (laOtJuaaiv
EnnaSa^, K.T.X.
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Now Glucker takes the phrase ev 'Aica6Ti|iEia yevo^evoi; to mean that
at the time of this conversation Plutarch, although already a pupil of
Ammonius, did not regard himself as yet being "in the Academy." Since
he, like me, does not wish to postulate a philosophic institution of that
name, he is forced to the desperate suggestion—which, as he says (p. 271),
he offers "not without compunction"—that somehow Plutarch means by
this, joining the Academy as a gymnasium, in connection with serving as
an ephebe (which foreigners could certainly do early in the next century, at
least), and that a reverence for the more sceptical traditions of the Academy
could have resulted from this.
But I do not see that the phrase must be construed in such a way as to
imply that Plutarch did not then yet see himself as "in the Academy." The
force of the participle may after all be quasi-concessive, i.e. "although I was
destined soon to pay all honour to the maxim 'Nothing to Excess', seeing
as I had now joined the Academy," or "such as was proper for one who had
joined the Academy." It is plain, after all, from Ammonius' own remarks
that he regards Pythagorean numerology with considerable irony. Plutarch,
as a new member of "the Academy," has not at this stage (66-67 A.D.) yet
moderated his youthful enthusiasm for it.
I must apologise for dwelling so long on such a detail, in what is after
all almost a private argument with my good friend Glucker, but this is a
potentially troublesome passage, which, yet, correctly interpreted (as I hope
it now has been), is of considerable interest for our picture of Plutarch's
intellectual development and standing within Platonism.
One other aspect of this passage (and of some others, such as those
listed in n. 7 above) is important, however, and that is Plutarch's attitude to
Academic scepticism. As we know, later Platonists, after Antiochus of
Ascalon, could, and did, take one of two possible altitudes to the New
Academy and its philosophical methods. The one was to condemn it as a
deviation from true Platonism, a view propounded forcefully by Antiochus
himself, in his dialogue Sosus^ (and doubtless elsewhere), and developed
eloquently and amusingly by Numenius in his polemical treatise On the
Unfaithfulness of the Academy to Plato;^^ the other was to accept the view
of Antiochus' predecessor Philo of Larisa that the Academic tradition was
one and unbroken, with at most a difference of emphasis manifested in the
New Academy." This was certainly the line taken by Cicero, and also by
' As reported in Cicero, Acad. Pr. 1 1 ff.
'0 Fit. 23-28 Des Places.
" Philo himself is possibly the source of what is no doubt a pious fiction, certainly
widespread in later Platonism (cf. Sextus Emp. PH I 234), that "The New Academy had a habit
of concealing their opinions, and did not usually disclose them to anyone except those that had
lived with them right up to old age" (Aug. Contr. Acad. 3. 20. 43, quoting a lost part of Cicero's
Academica).
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Plutarch, though in neither case does this make them sceptics to any serious
dcgrecP
Undoubtedly Plutarch had an interest, and a sympathetic interest, in the
New Academy. The works of his that would exhibit this most clearly,
unfortunately, are all lost, but from their titles we can learn a certain
amount. On the Unity of the Academy since Plato (Lamprias Cat. 63)
places him firmly in the tradition of Philo of Larisa; On the Difference
between the Pyrrhonians and the Academics (ibid. 64) presumably argued
that the Academy had a positive doctrine behind its scepticism, or at least
that their scepticism was not complete.'^ On the other hand, the essays That
there is no such thing as Understanding (auviEvai) (158) and Whether he
who suspends judgement (6 enexcov) on everything is condemned to
inaction (210) sound distinctly sympathetic to Scepticism, and that On
Pyrrho's Ten Tropes (158) probably was so also.
In the surviving works, too, we have a number of passages indicating
that Plutarch accepted a view of the Platonic tradition which included the
New Academy. At De Facie 922F, for example, he allows the Stoic
Phamaces to reproach his brother Lamprias as follows:
"Here we are faced with that stock manoeuvre (to jtepiaKTOv) of the
Academy; on each occasion that they engage in discourse with others they
will not offer any accounting of their own assertions but must keep their
interlocutors on the defensive lest they become the prosecutors."
Lamprias has just been satirising the Stoic theory of the moon's substance.
Such complaints go back, of course, to the interlocutors of Socrates,^''but
we may still take this, I think, as a good indication that Plutarch recognises
New Academic methods of argument as a proper part of a Platonist's
armoury.
On the other hand, Lamprias goes on to present a positive theory as to
the moon's composition, which serves to show that Plutarch draws on the
"Socratic" tradition of elenchus primarily as a weapon in inter-school
controversy, not as an integral part of this philosophical method, which was
predominantly expository and dogmatic.
He makes use of the Academic tradition of "suspending judgement"
also, I suspect, when he wants to save himself the trouble of going into
questions of physical philosophy deeper than he wants to (very much like
Cicero before him). An instance of this is his remark at the end of his short
'^ For Cicero, see now the useful discussion of Stephen Genh, in Middle Platonism and
Neoplalonism. The Latin Tradition, Vol. I, 58-63, and for Plutarch, Phillip de Lacy's "Plutarch
and the Academic Sceptics," CJ 49 (1953-54), 79-85.
" As against Aenesidemus, for example, who certainly wished to claim Plato and probably
the New Academics, as Sceptics. We find the counterpart to this essay in Sextus Empiricus P.
H. I. 220-35, his chapter "How Scepticism Differs from the Academic Philosophy."
'* E.g. Thrasymachus in Rep. I 366C, and Hippias in Xen. Mem. TV 4. 9.
John Dillon 361
essay On the Principle of Cold (955A)—addressed, significantly enough, to
the sophist Favorinus, who professed Academic scepticism:
"Compare these statements, Favorinus, with the pronouncements of others,
and if these notions of mine are neither deficient nor much superior in
plausibility {n\.Qa\/6zr\c,) to those of others, say farewell to dogmas
(56^ai), being convinced as you are that it is more philosophical to
suspend judgement (enexeiv) when the truth is obscure than to come to
conclusions (ovYKaxaTi6ecj6ai)."
(Trans. Helmbold, slightly emended)
All this, however, concerns Plutarch's attitude to Scepticism and the allied
question of the unity of the Academy. There is a good deal more to the
problem of orthodoxy than that, and it is to some of these other areas that
we must now turn.
The only place where we find Plutarch setting himself explicitly against
what could be regarded as the "orthodox" Platonist position is in his treatise
On the Creation of the Soul in the Timaeus, and it is interesting to observe
how he phrases his opposition. Pace Dorrie (op. cit. p. 48), he does not
present himself as taking on a Platonist "establishment." He recognises
that he is going against the views of all, or at least "the most highly
regarded" (o'l SoKincora-uoi avSpei;, 1012D), of previous commentators, but
he does not view those commentators as a homogeneous group. Though all
choose to deny that the world was created at a point in time (101 3A), some
are followers of Xenocrates' view, and others of that of Grantor, while
others, like Eudorus, seek to reconcile both views, and he deals with each of
them in turn. Nor does he speak here as an outsider attacking the
establishment, but as the true interpreter of Plato's doctrine correcting the
mistakes of predecessors: "Such being the whole of what they say . . . to
me they both seem to be utterly mistaken about Plato's opinion, if a
standard of plausibility is to be used, not in promotion of one's own
doctrines, but with a desire to say something that agrees with Plato"
(1013B, trans. Chemiss).
It may seem to us that promoting his own doctrines in the guise of an
exegesis of the Timaeus is precisely what Plutarch himself is doing, but
that is not, plainly, how he sees it. Elsewhere, in his treatise On Moral
Virtue, though his position of hospitality to Aristotelian ethical doctrine
might be considered almost as controversial, we find no suggestion that he
has any consciousness of this. His polemic is all with outsiders, chiefly the
Stoics. And yet there is much that is peculiar in his doctrine here.
One of Plutarch's most distinctive doctrines, apart from his well-known
dualism (though closely involved with it), is his view of the soul as
essentially (avTTi Ka9' eav-criv) non-rational (Proc. an. 1014DE), and
distinct from intellect. It is this essential soul that he sees in the "nature
divided about bodies" of Timaeus 35A, and in the "maleficent soul" of Laws
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10, and it is the cornerstone of his theory in the Proc. an. It also figures in
the treatise On Moral Virtue}^
At the outset (440D), Plutarch raises the question, "what is the
essential nature ipusia) of moral virtue, and how does it arise; and whether
that part of the soul which receives it is equipped with its own reason
(logos), or merely shares in one alien to it; and if the latter, whether it does
this after the manner of things which are mingled with something better, or
rather, whether it is said to participate in the potency {dynamis) of the ruling
element through submitting to its administration and governance."
Here, admittedly, he speaks of a part (morion) of the soul, rather than of
soul in general, but it becomes plain presently that what he has in mind is
not really the lower or "passionate" soul in the traditional Platonic sense, so
much as soul distinct from intellect. A little further on, in the course of his
introductory survey of previous opinion, he criticizes those, particularly the
Stoics, who assume intellect and soul to be a unity:
"It seems to have eluded all these philosophers in what way each of us is
truly two-fold and composite. For that other two-fold nature of ours they
have not discerned, but merely the more obvious one, the blend of soul and
body."
Pythagoras, on the other hand, and above all Plato, recognized "that
there is some element of composition, some two-fold nature and
dissimilarity of the very soul within itself, since the irrational, like an alien
body, is mingled and joined with reason (logos) by some compulsion of
nature."'^ Here he speaks, rather misleadingly, of the two-fold nature of "the
very soul within itself," but we can take it, I think, that he is using "soul"
in a loose sense, as those who have not discerned the true situation would
use it. The truth, as we see, is that there are three entities, body, soul, and
nous (intellect) and this trichotomy leaves soul as essentially and of itself
alogos, non-rational, though having a part which is receptive of reason
(441Fff.).
In the Virt. mor., it must be admitted, Plutarch obscures the doctrine
which he presents very plainly in the Proc. an., by speaking, for the most
part, of the "non-rational part" (alogon meros) of the soul, rather than the
soul itself, as opposed to nous, and it is possible that he has not yet fully
clarified his position in his own mind (if, as I assume, the Virt. mor. is
earlier than the Proc. an.), but he says enough, I think, to show that this
'^ Plutarch's doctrine of the soul has recently been excellently set out in the useful study of
Werner Dense, Unlersuchungen zur millelplalonischen und neuplalonischen Seelenlehre
(Wiesbaden 1983) 12-47, though Deuse does not pay as much attention to the Virl. mor. as he
should have, confining himself largely to Proc. an. and De Is. el Osir.
'* Helmbold's Loeb trans., slightly emended.
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remarkable doctrine was already in his mind.'"' What is interesting for our
present purpose is that he shows no consciousness of "unorthodoxy" on this
point, as he does on the matter of the temporal creation of the world
(though, as I have said earlier, "unorthodoxy" is not quite the right word).
The other notable aspect of the treatise On Moral Virtue, of course, is
its wholehearted adoption of Aristotelian doctrine, derived directly from the
Nicomachean Ethics, chiefly Books 2. 5-7 (On the Mean) and 6 (on
Akrasia), with some influence also from the De anima}^ This can be
labelled eclecticism, but I do not see that that term is very useful. It is clear
from his presentation of Aristotle's position at 442B-C that Plutarch regards
him as substantially adopting Plato's doctrine of the soul (except that he
"later" assigned the "spirited" past ithymoeides) unequivocally to the
irrational part of the soul—a development which Plutarch does not quarrel
with). This enables Plutarch to present, for instance, the theory of the
Mean (in 444C-445A) unhesitatingly as Platonic doctrine.
Although the chief source of his doctrine here, as I have said, is
Nicomachean Ethics 2. 5-7, there are some elements observable, modifying
the Aristotelian position, which, once again, might misleadingly be termed
"eclectic." First of all, Aristotle describes Virtue as a hexis or state
(1 106b36), but Plutarch, at 444F, describes it as a "movement" (kinesis)
and "power" (dynamis) concerned with the management of the irrational, and
doing this by fine tuning and harmonising of its discordant excesses (cf.
444E, 445C). This seems a Pythagorizing turn of phrase, and that, together
with the laudatory mention of Pythagoras in the doxography (441E), points
to a Pythagorean element in the mix which Plutarch is presenting to us.
This Pythagoreanism can be shown with fair certainty to be mediated
through Posidonius, by a comparison with Galen, De plac. Hipp, et Plat. 4.
7. 39 (p. 290 De Lacy) and 5. 6. 43 (p. 334 De Lacy),'' but Plutarch's
interest in Pythagoras and Pythagoreanism is well enough attested apart
from this^" to make it probable that he is not simply dependent on
Posidonius here. Further, the activity of virtue is described as a
"harmonising" (synharmoga) of the irrational by the rational soul in a
'^ Even in the midst of his exposition of the doctrine in the Defacie {943D) he refers to those
who have made TTi<; yvxfi? to aXoyov Kai to TtaGrixiKov orderly and amenable to their
X6yo<;, using traditional terminology.
See on this the useful discussion of D. Babut, in pp. 44-54 of the Introduction to his
edition of the work, Plutarque, De la vertu ithique (Paris 1969). He refutes satisfactorily earlier
attempts to postulate Posidonius or Andronicus of Rhodes as intermediaries for the doctrine of
this part of the work, though the anti-Stoic polemic of the second part (from 446E on) does
show dependence on Posidonius (as reported in Galen, De. plac. Hipp, et Plat. 4). His view,
with which I concur, is that Plutarch read Aristotle for himself, though he was doubtless
acquainted with later Peripatetic works as well.
'' Quoted by Babut in his notes ad loc.
^E.g. Is. et Osir. 360D; 384A; Proc. an. 1027F; 1020E ff. Quaes!, conv. 8.7 and 8; De. E
388C. etc.
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variety of Pythagorean pseudepigrapha,^' which indicates a tendency in many
of these works to claim Aristotelian ethical theory for Pythagoras.
Metopos' treatise On Virtue (pp. 116-21 Thesleff) is a good example of this
(he also produces the formulation, found at the beginning of Virt. mor.
(440D), that the passions are the "matter" (hyle) of ethical virtue, p. 119.
8). While not being necessarily dependent on any of these intermediate
sources for his interpretation of Aristotle, therefore, Plutarch was doubtless
aware of most of them.
If this is eclecticism, it is certainly not mindless eclecticism. It is
based on a view of the history of philosophy, mistaken perhaps, but
perfectly coherent, which sees Plato as a follower of Pythagoras, and
Aristotle as essentially still a Platonist, and a consistent ethical position
being held by all three. As to the doctrine of the distincmess of soul and
intellect, which does not, as I say, receive clear articulation in this treatise,
but comes out clearly in the dialogues On the Face of the Moon (943A ff.),
and On the Daemon of Socrates (591D ff.), as well as in the Proc. an., that
is a piece of "unorthodoxy," on the origins of which I have speculated
elsewhere, though without definite conclusions,^^ but it is one for which
Plutarch is at pains to find Platonic antecedents (e.g. Tim. 30B; 90A,
Phaedr. 247C; Laws 12, 961D; 966D-E), and which, as I have said, he does
not regard as setting him in opposition to any official Platonic tradition.^^
In summary, Plutarch may be a bit of a maverick, but he does not view
himself as such (except perhaps in the matter of temporal creation), and I
can see no evidence of any contemporary "Schulplatonismus" from which he
can be said to deviate.
Trinity College, Dublin
^' Archytas, 11. vonou Kal 5ikoioo«vt1(;, p. 33. 17, Thesleff {Pythagorean Texts);
Metopos, n. dperfi?, p. 119. 27; Theages 11. apE'rii;, p. 190. 1 ff.
^The Middle Plalonisls 211-14. A similar distinction is made in some treatises of the
Corpus Hermeticum (notably 1 and X), and it is analogous to the distinction in Gnostic thought
between soul and pneuma, but 1 am uncertain what to conclude from this. Attributing the
doctrine to Posidonius, in defauh of any hard evidence, is a once easy option no longer open, I
think.
^ At De facie 943A, he criticises oi noXXoi for wrongly believing man to be composed of
just two parts, but these "many" need not be regarded as any set of philosophers, never mind
Platonist philosophers.
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Plutarch's Portrait of Socrates
JACKSON P. HERSHBELL
Since the recent studies of K. DOring, it is clear that there was a renewal of
interest in the person of Socrates in the first and second centuries A.D.^
Such an interest is reflected, for example, by Dio of Prusa's speeches on
Socrates {Or. 54 and 55), and by frequent references to him in the works of
Seneca and of Epictetus. Indeed, as DOring observed in Exemplutn Socratis,
a study of Socrates' influence on the Cynic-Stoic popular philosophy of the
early Empire, Plutarch was influenced by and contributed much to his
contemporaries' concerns with Socrates,^ writing at least three works on
Socrates, two of which are lost: A Defense of Socrates ('AnoXoyia hnkp
ZcoKpdioTx;), and On the Condemnation of Socrates (Oepl xfii; ZcoKpdTOU(;
v(ni<p{oeco<;).3 A third work. On the Sign of Socrates (flEpl -cou ScaKpaxoug
5ai^ovio\) orDe genio Socratis) is still extant, and has recently received
great attention.'* Moreover, the first of the Platonic Questions
' K. Doling, "Sokrates bei Epiklel" in Studia Plalonica. Festschrift fur Hermann Gunderl
(Amsterdam 1974) 195-226. See also his Exemplum Socratis: Studien zur
Sokralesnachwirkung in der kynisch-stoischen Popularphilosophie derfrUhen Kaiserzeil und im
friihen Christentum = Hermes Einzelschriften 42 (Wiesbaden 1979). For the importance of
Socrates in later Greek thought, see also W. Schmid and O. Siahlin, Geschichle der griechischen
Literatur, Pt. I, Vol. HI: Die klassische Periode der griechischen Lileratur (Munich 1940) 276-
77.
^ Doring, Exemplum Socratis, 9-11, briefly mentions aspects of Plutarch's treatment of
Socrates, but he is mainly concerned with Seneca, Epictetus, and Dio of Prusa, and has little on
Plutarch.
These are No. 189 and No. 190 respectively in the so-called Lamprias Catalogue of
Plutarch's works, on which see K. Ziegler, Plularchos von Chaironeia (Stuttgart 1964) 60-64 =
s.v. "Plutarchos," /?£21. 1 (1951) cols. 696-702.
^For example, by A. Corlu, Plutarque, Le dimon de Socrate (Paris 1970); A. Aloni,
"Osservazioni sul De genio Socratis di Plutarco," Museum Criticum = Quademi dell' Inslitulo di
Filologia classica dell' Universitd di Bologna 10-12 (1977) 233-41, and A. Aloni, "Ricerche
sulla forma letteraria del De genio Socratis di Plutarco," Acme 33 (1980) 45-112; M. Riley,
"The Purpose and Unity of Plutarch's De genio Socratis" GRBS (1977) 257-73; D. Babut, "Le
dialogue de Plutarque Sur le dinwn de Socrate. Essai d'interpr^uuon," BAGB (1984) 51-76; K.
Doring, "Plutarch und das Daimononion des Sc4crates (Plut., de genio Socratis Kap. 202-04),"
Mnemosyne 31 (1984) 376-92; and P. Desideri, "II De genio Socratis di Plutarco: Un esempio
di 'storiografia tragica,'" ArAenaeum; Studi periodici di Pavia 62 (1984) 569-85. A. Barigazzi
is currently completing a study of Plutarch's De genio Socratis, a version of which was presented
at a conference of the International Plutarch Society held in Athens, June, 1987 [see infra. No.
14].
366 Illinois Classical Studies, Xm.2
(nXa-ccoviKa C,i\x-(\\iaxa, 999C-10(K)E) deals with the problem of why
god commanded Socrates to act as midwife to others, but prevented him
from himself begetting.5
Speculation on Plutarch's lost treatises is futile. Possibly they were
directed against Polycrates' Accusation of Socrates (KatTiyopCa
ZcoKpd-couq), but as Doring noted, this matter "entzieht sich unserer
Kenntnis."^ Yet the extant De genio Socratis, and numerous references to
Socrates in the Moralia and Lives, deserve attention, and contribute much
toward a reconstruction of Plutarch's portrait of Socrates. Hence, this
study's purpose is to present a comprehensive and detailed examination of
Plutarch's treatment of Socrates, in which problems concerning Plutarch's
sources and reasons for referring to Socrates are considered. It is hoped that
such a study provides insights into an era when Socrates was once more in
vogue, and illuminates Plutarch's own thinking as a representative of the
Academy.''
For the moment, source questions require brief consideration: Plutarch
knew the works of Plato and of Xenophon quite well.* That these two
authors' accounts of Socrates were almost definitive for later antiquity, was
stressed by G. C. Field and others,' and Plutarch's derivation of many
* For an excellent introduction to Quaesl. Plat., see H. Chemiss, Plutarch's Moralia XDI, Pt.
I in the Loeb Qassical Library, (Cambridge, Mass. 1976) 2-17. The text, translation, and notes
are also quite valuable. Unless otherwise indicated, all translations are from the Loeb Qassical
Library volumes, hereafter LCL.
* Doring, Exemplum Socratis, 2, note 5. For more on Polycrates, see chap. 4 of A. H.
Chroust, Socrates, Man and Myth (London 1957), E. R. Dodds, Plato, Gorgias (Oxford 1959) 28
ff.. and W.K.C. Guthrie, Socrates (Cambridge 1971) 11 ff. = /4 History ofGreek Philosophy, Pt
2, Vol. m (Cambridge 1969) 311 ff., hereafter //GP//.
' See Doring, Exemplum Socratis, 7-8. For the so-called Old Academy, there is no extant
evidence of Socrates' importance. Beginning with ArcesQaus, however, there is evidence for
interest in Socrates' disclaimer to knowledge and his use of the elenchus. Plutarch represented
so-called Middle Platonism, on which see J. Dillon, The Middle Plalonists (London 1977) 184-
230.
* For Plutarch's knowledge of Plato, see the still valuable study of R. M. Jones. The
Platonism ofPlutarch (Menasha, Wisconsin 1916), and the many references in W. C. Helmbold
and E. N. O'Neil, Plutarch's Quotations, APA Monograph 19 (Oxford 1959) 56-63. For
Xenophon, ibid., 75-76, and Ziegler, Plutarchos, 286 = RE 21.1, col. 923, who affirms that
Plutarch knew the writings of Xenophon (whom he considered a phUosopher) "wirklich gut und
griindlich."
' See G. C. Field, "Socrates and Plato in post-AristoteUan Tradition," CQ 18 (1924) 127 ff.
Aristotle and Aristophanes are often considered sources for the historical Socrates. Aristotle,
however, probably relied on Plato, Xenophon, and other Socratics for his information, and
Aristophanes was not concerned with impartial examination of Socrates. For a judicious
account of Aristotle and the comic poets, see Guthrie, Socrates, 35-37 = HGPH, 355-57. A
useful treatment of Aristotle as a source for Socrates is T. Deman, Le timoinage d'Aristote sur
Socrale (Paris 1942), who collected Aristotle's texts on Socrates, and who gave a summary (1 1-
21) of previous scholarship on Socrates.
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reports on Socrates from Plato's dialogues is beyond reasonable doubt.
There are, for example, likely references to the Apology at 1116F and
1117E; to the Phaedo at 16C, 17F, 499B, 607F, 934F, and 975B; to the
Symposium at 632B, 707A, 710C, 823D, and 1117E; to the Theaetetus at
999C ff., and to the Meno at 93B.^° Moreover, in combining historical
narrative with philosophical discussion in De gen. Soar., Plutarch used the
Phaedo as a model, and various parallels between both works have often
been noticed.^' Plutarch also relied on Xenophon's Symposium and
Memorabilia as sources, e.g., the former at 124E, 130F, 40 IC, 630A,
632B, 709E, 711E, and the latter at 124D, 328E, 513D, and 661F. In
addition to works of Plato and of Xenophon, Plutarch was familiar with
Aristotle's "Platonic writings" (see 118C, most likely a reference to
Aristotle's On Philosophy)}'^ Demetrius of Phalerum's Socrates {see Aristid.
1. 2 and 27. 3),'3 and with Panaetius' Socrates {Aristid. 1 and 27. 3). In this
latter work Panaetius apparently denied that Socrates had a second wife, and
it was perhaps due to Panaetius' influence that Socrates as a thinker who
"brought philosophy down from the skies" (see Cic. Tusc. 5. 4. 10) became
a popular belief.''' Plutarch's other sources, e.g., at 486E, 512F, and 516C,
are unknown, but the majority of his reports remain traceable to Plato and
Xenophon.
That Plutarch's interest in Socrates was more than biographical, is well
illustrated by a passage in Quaestiones convivales VIII. 1 (717B ff.), where
he states that "on the sixth of Thargelion we celebrated the birthday of
Socrates, and on the seventh that of Plato." These dates also furnished
Plutarch and his company with their topics: days on which some eminent
persons were bom, and stories of births from divine parents. Later in the
symposium, Florus,'^ a friend of Plutarch very familiar with the
'" See the notes on these passages in the appropriate LCL volumes. References to Socrates
and Plato's Apology are also in the probably spurious teller of Condolence to Apollonius
(Consolalio ad Apollonium). On this work, see Ziegler, Plutarchos, 158-65 = RE 21. 1 cols.
794-802.
" See, for example, Riley, GRBS 18 (1977) 258, or R. Hiizel, Der Dialog, Vol. H (Leipzig
1895)148-51.
'^ See R. Westman, Plutarch gegen Kolotes = Acla Philosophica Fennica 7 (1955) 282-83.
On Demetrius and Peripatetic interest in Socrates, see Doring, Exemplum Socratis, 4-5
and Schmid-Stahlin, Geschichle, 276.
'• See Guthrie, Socrates, 98 = HGPH, 418, M. Pohlenz, Die Stoa, Vol. I (Goltingen 1947),
and Schmid-Stahlin, Geschichle, 239. According to Plutarch, the story that Socrates had a
second wife, Myrto, was doubted by Panaetius (Arislid. 27).
•' On Horus, see Ziegler, Plutarchos, 51-52 = RE 21. 1, cols. 687-88, and C. P. Jones,
Plutarch and Rome (Oxford 1971) 49. According to Jones, Horus "exhibits the same
antiquarian tastes that had amused Vespasian long ago." It was through Florus that Plutarch
obtained Roman citizenship.
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philosophies of Plato and of Aristotle, claims that Apollo by Socrates'
agency (6ia IcoKpd-tot)^) made Plato heal greater ailments and illnesses
than those cured by Asclepius (717D-E). For Plutarch himself, philosophy
had practical results, and he did not believe that it consisted of ex cathedra
pronouncements, or of learned commentaries. Philosophy involved all of
daily life, and at An seni respubl. ger. sit. 796D, he writes:
Socrates at any rate was a philosopher, although he did not set out
benches or seat himself in an armchair or observe a fixed hour for
conversing or promenading with his pupils, but jested with them, when it
so happened, and drank with them, served in the army, or lounged in the
market-place with some of them, and finally was imprisoned, and drank the
poison. He was the first to show that life at all times and in all parts, in
all experiences and activities, universally admits philosphy.
(H. N. Fowler's translation)
The above passage demonstrates well Plutarch's concern for ethics or
practical morality, and his conviction that philosophy is, above all, the art
of living well.'* Similar views about Socrates are expressed at Quaest. Plat.
999E, De curios. 516C, and Adv. Col. 1117D-E. These passages reflect
not only a "Zeitgeist," but also Plutarch's personal beliefs, beliefs often
formed or held in opposition to rival philosophical schools. A clear
illustration of this phenomenon is the Adversus Cololem. In order to
understand Plutarch's polemic against Colotes, it must be remembered that
Plutarch was probably a life-long opponent of Epicureanism, and that
Socrates was much maligned by the Epicureans, e.g., by Zeno of Sidon,
who considered Socrates scurra Atticus}"^ and by Colotes in his "On the
Point that Conformity to the Views of the Other Philosophers Actually
Makes it Impossible to Live."'* When beginning his defense of the
philosophers attacked by Colotes, Plutarch specifically mentions the
"insolent rudeness" of Colotes' critique of Socrates (1108B). As R.
Westman noticed, Colotes' attack on Socrates was enough "einen
iiberzeugten Sokrates-Verehrer vor den Kopf zu stossen."" After Plutarch's
'* D. Babut calls attention to Plutarch's Interest in practical philosophy, an interest which is
among "des traits communs des I'^poque hellfinistique," Plutarque et le Sloicisme (Paris 1969)
276 f.
'^ R. Flaceliere's thesis that there was an evolution in Plutarch's attitude toward
Epicureanism seems untenable. For his views, see "Plutarque et I'epicurisme," Epicurea, in
memoriam Hectoris Bignone, (Genoa 1959) 197-215, and for criticism, see H. Adam, Plutarchs
Schrift non posse suaviter vivi secundum Epicurum = Sludien zur antiken Philosophie 4
(Amsterdam 1974) 3. For the Epicurean attack on Socrates, see Schmid-Slahlin, Geschichte der
griechischen Literatur, Pt, I, Vol. lU, 276, and Westman, Plutarch gegen Kolotes, especially 60-
66 and 274-75.
'* The translation of the tiUe is that of the LCL, on which see B. Einarson and P. De Lacy,
Plutarch's Moralia XTV (Cambridge, Mass. 1967) 153 ff. The probably definiuve study of this
work is R. Westman, Plutarch gegen Kolotes.
" Westman. Plutarch gegen Kolotes, 123.
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initial remark that Colotes' manner of "presenting Socrates with 'grass' and
asking how comes it that he puts his food in his mouth and not in his ear,"
might cause laughter when thinking of Socrates' "gentleness and kindness"
(TtpaoTTjTa Kal xapiv),^'' he discusses Colotes' charges in detail, providing
more information about Colotes' book than in any other section of Adv.
Col. (see 1116E-19C). Plutarch considers three matters in Colotes'
treatment of Socrates: 1) the famous Delphic oracle in which Socrates was
declared the wisest of mortals (1116E-17C); 2) Socrates' belief that sense
perception is not accurate or trustworthy (1117D-18B; and 3) Socrates'
inquiry into the nature of human beings (ti av0pco7i6(; eo-ci), and the
famous Delphic inscription "know yourself (1 118C-19C).2'
Each of Colotes' charges is met by Plutarch with polemics against the
Epicureans. For example, Colotes' accusation that Chaerephon's report on
the Delphic oracle is nothing but "a cheap and sophistical tale" (to TeAicoq
oocpio'ciKov Kttl (popTiKov 6iTiYr|(xa, 1116F) is rebutted as follows: if this
was a cheap sophist's trick, then adulation of Epicurus by his followers is
equally cheap and sophistical. Tu quoque criticism is also in Plutarch's
response to Colotes' attack on Socrates' views of sense perception, which
are discussed at some length. Plutarch concludes: "of these matters Colotes
will give us an occasion to speak again" (1118B-C), presumably in his
account of the Cyrenaics and the Academy of Arcesilaus at 1 120F-21E and
1123B-24B.22
Plutarch was angered by Colotes' "blasphemies" of Socrates (1117E),
and Colotes' critique of Socrates' alleged scepticism especially disturbed
him. Now some of Colotes' criticisms of Socrates are similar to those
directed against Arcesilaus (see 1121F ff.), and hence there is reason for
thinking that Colotes' treatment of Socrates as a Sceptic was partially
influenced by Arcesilaus' views, and that Colotes' general accusation that the
philosophers made life impossible, is a variant of his attack on the
Academic Sceptics.^^
Little is known about Arcesilaus, who was probably scholarch of the
Academy when attacked by Colotes,^^ but Plutarch reports that sophists
contemporary with Arcesilaus accused him of foisting his scepticism on
Socrates, Plato, Parmenides, and Heraclitus (see 1121F-22A).25 Hence, in
^ Einatson and De Lacy, LCL XTV, 195, translate the phrase as "imniffled wit" (1 108B).
^' Each of Colotes' charges is discussed in detail by Westman who plausibly observes that
Colotes derived his information about Socrates from Plato's dialogues. Yet Colotes apparently
realized that Plato sometimes used Socrates as a spokesman for his own views. See Westman,
Plutarch gegen Kololes, 63, note 1.
^ On Plutarch's defense of ArcesUaus. ibid., 76-79. and 293-294.
^ See the remarks of Einarson and De Lacy, LCL XIV, 153-57.
^See Westman, Plutarch gegen Kololes, 77, note 3; LCL XIV, 154, note a; and Doring,
Exemplum Socratis, 9.
" The "sophists" were probably the Theodoreans and Bion. See i,CL XFV, 277, note e. See
also Westman, Plutarch gegen Kololes, 294.
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treating Socrates as a Sceptic, Colotes seems to agree with an Academic
tradition possibly going back to Arcesilaus (cf. Cic. Acad. post. 1. 4. IS-
IS). In any case, Colotes attacked Socrates for denying the "plain evidence
of the senses" (see 1 117F), and for considering sense perception unreliable.
Was the basis for Colotes' polemic, then, a Sceptic interpretation of
Socrates, and does Adversus Colotem, together with other works of
Plutarch, show that Plutarch himself was an Academic Sceptic? This
composite question can probably be answered in the negative.^^ First, in
defending Arcesilaus against the charge of foisting his own belief about "the
impossibility of infallible apprehension on Socrates," Plutarch asserts at
1122A that Socrates and other thinkers did not need such an interpretation,
and "we are thankful to Colotes and everyone who shows that the Academic
reasoning came to Arcesilaus as an ancient tradition (avcoSev tikeiv eig
'ApKEOiXaov)." Second, Plato's tremendous influence on Plutarch cannot
be overlooked, and is far more important than that of any other thinker. For
example, at De and. poet. 17 D-F Plutarch argues that the poetic art is not
concerned with truth, and that truth about divine matters is very hard to
obtain, as Empedocles, Xenophanes, and Socrates realized.^ In support of
his mention of Socrates, Plutarch probably relies on Plato's Phaedo (69D).
Also at Quaest. Plat. 999E-F Plutarch emphasizes Socrates' aversion to
dogmatism:
So Socrates with his refutatory discourse (xov eXeyKtiKov Xoyov) like a
purgative medicine by maintaining nothing claimed the credence of others
when he refuted them, and he got the greater hold on them because he
seemed to be seeking the truth along with them, not himself to be
defending an opinion of his own.
(H. Chemiss's translation)
A similar opinion about Socrates is expressed at Quomodo adulator ab
amico internoscatur llh, where Plutarch states that Socrates quietly took
young men to task, "not assuming he himself was exempted from
ignorance, but thinking that he along with them had to study virtue, and to
seek for truth. "^^ Moreover, the idea of Socrates as someone who treated not
the body, but purged "the ulcerous and corrupted soul" is found at Quaest.
Plat. lOOOC. As Chemiss noted, the source for this latter view of Socrates
is Plato's Sophist 230c-231b, and inspiration for the first of Plutarch's
^ J. Schroeter's belief that Plutarch was a Sceptic, Plularchs Stellung zur Skepsis (Greifswald
1911), has been well argued against by P. De Lacy, "Plutarch and the Academic Sceptics," CJ 49
(1953-54)79-85.
^^ Schroeter cites this passage, Plularchs Stellung, 24, as an example of Plutarch's
scepticism, but Plutarch is thinking of the Socrates of Plato's Phaedo. Earlier in De aud, poet.
(at 16C), Plutarch relies on the Phaedo when he reports that Socrates took up poetry and put
Aesop's fables into verses.
^ See also Adv. Col. 1 1 17D, and Chemiss, LCL Xffl, Pt. I, 22, note c.
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Quaest. Plat, is clearly Plato's Theaetetus.^ Nothing thus far indicates that
Plutarch's portrait of Socrates was based on anything other than Plato's
works.
Returning to Adv. Col. and to Colotes' polemic against Socrates:
when Colotes attacked Socrates for denying the reliability of sense
perception, he was probably not thinking of Socrates' often expressed
conviction that he knew nothing. According to R.Westman, Socrates'
disclaimer of knowledge was "allgemein und prinzipiell," whereas Colotes
attacked a specific 86^a on sense perception's reliability.^" Possibly
Colotes thought of Socrates' critique of knowledge as sense perception in
the Theaetetus (151e-186e), or still more likely, of Phaedo 83a, where
Socrates claims that lovers of knowledge realize that "the eyes and the ears
and the other senses are full of deceit (aTHXTrii;)." In brief, there are no good
reasons to look beyond Plato's writings either for Colotes' attack on
Socrates, or for Plutarch's views on Socrates. Plutarch himself was not an
Academic Skeptic, and his portrayal of Socrates goes back mainly to Plato,
and not to Arcesilaus.
Any interpretation of Socrates as an Academic or theoretical Skeptic
should also take account of Plutarch's other remarks on Socrates. At Adv.
Col. 1117A he is called "a zealot (GeoJiTiTtToi;, lit. 'inspired' or 'possessed')
for virtue," and Plutarch later mentions the importance of Socrates' teaching
for preservation of human society (1124D). Again, at 1126B Plutarch
commends Socrates' refusal to escape from prison,^' and his adherence to
Athens' decrees. Other incidents in Socrates' public life cited at Adv. Col.
11 17D are also in Plutarch's Alcibiades (7. 4-6). In brief, Socrates not only
conversed with his fellow citizens (see also De latenter viv. 1 128F) and cast
doubt on sense perception: he was a thinker with an active role in his
community, and a seeker after virtue.
This latter aspect of Plutarch's portrait also appears in Alcibiades.
^'^
Though Socrates competed with others for Alcibiades' affection, he
somehow mastered (eKpaxei) him to the extent that he respected only
Socrates (6. 1). Whenever Socrates found Alcibiades full of debauchery and
vanity (0pTj\|iecoi; Kal 5caw6TT|TO(;), he influenced him with his talk, and
Alcibiades learned ever more about his lack of virtue (6. 4). At Potidaea,
Socrates was Alcibiades' "tent-mate and comrade-in-action," and defended the
wounded man. Plutarch most likely draws on Plato's Symposium^^ to
portray Socrates in his Alcibiades as a person of action: he campaigned at
2' Ibid., 19 and 22, note a.
'° Westman, Plularch gegen Kolotes, 62 ff.
" Plutarch's words on Socrates' refusal to escape, "klingen," according to Wcstmann, "wie
ein Nachhall von Xen. Mem. 4. 4. 4," Plutarch gegen Kololes, 274-75.
'^ For a very readable account of the Alcibiades, see D. A. Russell, Plutarch (London 1972)
117-29.
'3 /hid., 118.
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Potidaea and at Delium (7. 4), and he was generally a restraint to the
ambitious Alcibiades.
After narrating these incidents, Plutarch mentions Socrates only once
more in Alcibiades, before the disastrous Sicilian expedition (17. 4):
Socrates the philosopher, however, and Melon the astrologer, are
said to have had no hopes that any good would come to the city from this
expedition; Socrates, as it is likely, because he got an inkling of the future
from the divine guide (xow Sainoviov) who was his familiar. . .
(B. Perrin's translation)
Some fourteen years after this expedition, both Socrates and Alcibiades were
A contrast like that between the ambitious, dissolute Alcibiades and the
serene, self-controlled Socrates is at De tranq. 466D-67C, where Plutarch
briefly compares Socrates with the legendary Phaethon. In this "central
passage" of De tranq. an., Plutarch claims that reason and wisdom (to
(ppoveTv) produce contentment whatever life's circumstances may be.'^ A
series of paired examples (TiapaSeiYnata) supports this thesis: Alexander
contrasted with Crates, Agamemnon with Diogenes, and Socrates with
Phaethon. In each pair, the difference between contenUnent and discontent
depends on reason and wisdom, and the philosopher is meant to be the more
fortunate: Socrates conversed philosophically with friends in prison,
whereas Phaethon, gone to heaven, wept "because no one would deliver to
him his father's horses and chariots."^^ Alcibiades' discontented life is not
unlike Phaethon's, and in both cases Socrates exemplified the life of reason
and reflection.
The friendship or love between Socrates and Alcibiades introduces a
common theme of Middle Platonic literature: that of Eros, and especially
Socrates' epcoTiicri xiyyr[P For not only in the Alcibiades, but also in the
Amatorius (primarily chaps. 13-21),^* and in Quaest. Plat. 1. 4 (lOOOD-E),
^ In Plutarch's "comparison" (auyKpiai?) of Alcibiades and Coriolanus, not a word is
mentioned about Socrates.
^* See D. A. RusseU, Plutarch, 24-25.
'* The pairing of Socrates and Phaethon may be Plutarch's own, but as D. A. Russell noted
{ibid. 24-25) Socrates and Phaethon also appear as examples of wisdom and folly in De exilio
607F. Perhaps the contrast was an "inherited commonplace."
" See De Pythiae oraculis 406A, where it is remarked that "it is not righteous nor honourable
to say that the Academy and Socrates and Plato's congregation were loveless, for we may read
their amatory discourses (kb-^oic, eptmiKoii;)." See also Doring, Exemplum Socratis, 10-11,
who notes that Plutarch's friend Favorinus composed a work on Socrates and his epojTiifn(;
^* Commenting on Plutarch's views on love, A. Wardman, Plutarch's 'Lives (London 1974)
61, writes: "In the Amatorius, however, which is Plutarch's version of Plato's Symposium, the
writer does expressly idealize love between man and woman as preferable to a pederastic
relationship. There is some disagreement here between the Plutarch of the Lives and the
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Plutarch deals with Socrates' "amatory art." In this latter work, Plutarch
discusses Socrates' role as midwife, and asserts that Socrates' view of
wisdom (oo(p{a), or what "he called passion for the divine and intelligible"
((ttiv) Tiepi TO Geiov Ktti voTi-cov epco-tvKTiv), is for mortals not a matter
of procreation or of discovery, but of reminiscence (avd|i.vTioi(;). Plutarch
also claims that Socrates taught nothing, but by arousing perplexities in
young men, he helped them to deliver their "innate conceptions" (eV<p'OTOi
votjoek;).^' Socrates called this procedure "obstetric skill" (ixaicoxiKTiv
lexvTiv). Platonic views of Socrates are obviously in Plutarch's mind, for
explicit reference to the Theaetetus is at the beginning of Quxiest. Plat. 1
(997D), and Socrates' beliefs about "wisdom," and the power of Eros are
traceable to the Republic and Symposium.
Plutarch's Amatorius, one of his "loveliest creations," treats the concept
of Eros at great length.'"' Without detailed analysis of the dialogue, the
following observations seem sufficient. Plutarch's view of Eros in the
Amat. is basically that of the Phaedrus, where Socrates claims that Eros "is
a god or something divine" (0e6<; ti hi Geiov, 242d-e). Hence, Plutarch's
insistence on Eros' divinity (756A-63F) differs from the view of Eros in the
Symposium, where Diotima claims that Eros is not a god, but a daimon, or
a being intermediate between gods and mortals.'" Second, Eros' function,
according to Plutarch at 764E-66B and 766E-67B, is to guide souls of
lovers by recollection (dvd|iVTioi(;) to Beauty "pure and genuine" (KaGapov
Kttl dve\)5E(; . . . KccKkoq, 765A). Differences between the sun and Eros
are noted: The sun in visible, Eros is intelligible; the sun directs attention
away from intelligibles to sensibles, whereas Eros does the opposite (764D-
E). In brief, in these sections of the Amat. Plutarch works with material
taken from Plato, especially the Phaedrus (Socrates' palinode in 244a-57b),
and the Symposium (the Diotima-Socrates passage, 201d-12a). Yet
Plutarch does not merely borrow from Plato—he mingles his own thoughts
with those of his master, e.g., the "quite un-Platonic" references to fair
women and their importance in awakening the soul to beauty (766E ff.).'*^
Plutarch of the Moralia; yet it is probably Hue to say that both in the Lives and in the Amatorius
his main target is pedreastic sexual indulgence."
'' The conceptions are not "inbred" as they were for the Stoics. See Chemiss, LCL XHl, Pt.
I, 28, note c.
•""The phrase is Ziegler's who writes, P/u/arcAoj, 159 =/J£ 21. 1, col. 796, that the /Ima/.
"
.
.
.
zu seinen schonsten Schopfungen zahlt und auch kompositionell, in der Verschlingung der
novellistischen Handlung mit der Erorterung des durch sie gelieferten Themas, besonders
gelungen isL"
^' I am especially indebted to H. Martin Jr.'s discussion for this and other observations on the
Amatorius. See his "PluUrch, Plato, and Eros" CB 60 (1984) 82-88.
•^ Ibid., 84.
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In the Amatorius and Quaestiones Platonicae passages noted above,
emphasis is on Eros' role in "recollection" (dvdixvrioiq) of the eternal
Forms. Despite this similarity, the works are very different in genre, and in
their treatment of Socrates. In Quaest. Plat. I, Socrates' role as midwife is
the focus of the inquiry, whereas in the Amat. Socrates is mentioned only
once at (762D) in connection with Anytus' friendship with Alcibiades and
his prosecution of Socrates.'*^ Given the works' different natures, Plutarch's
reticence about Socrates in the Amat. may not be surprising. But it is
possible to go further, as H. Martin, Jr. has argued.
The Amatorius opens with conversation between Plutarch's son
Autobulus and Havian.''^ Autobulus had agreed to narrate a dialogue learned
from his father (748E ff.), and within this narrative Plutarch himself
assumes the role of main speaker. Commenting on Plutarch in the Amat.,
H. Martin, Jr. wrote:
... by casting himself as his own spokesman in the Amatorius, a role
Plato has reserved for Socrates in the Symposium and the Phaedrus,
Plutarch is thereby presenting himself as Socrates' successor . . .''^
Martin's remark is persuasive. It calls attention to Socrates and Plato as
Plutarch's spiritual ancestors, and explains his avoidance of Socrates' name
other than at 762D. In brief, the Amatorius is an important work for
Plutarch's understanding of the Platonic-Socratic concept of Eros.
Another popular subject of Middle Platonic literature was Socrates'
daimonion; e.g., Apuleius' De deo Socratis, esp. chaps. 17-20, and
Maximus of Tyre's lectures (AiaXe^eiq), 8 and 9, represent interest in this
phenomenon. There was apparently a "Damonisierung" in the religious and
philosophical beliefs of the early principate,'** and so, not surprisingly,
Plutarch devoted De genio Socratis to this topic. But his interest in
Socrates' daimonion was not confined to this treatise. In Quaest. Plat. I
(999D-E and lOOOD), Plutarch refers to Socrates' "divine sign,'"*'' and his
references will be considered after examination ofDe gen. Socr.
In addition to A. Corlu's work on De gen. Socr. (1970), two other
studies especially helpful for understanding this dialogue are those of M.
Riley and D. Babut, both concerned with problems of the unity and purpose
of De gen. Socr.'^^ They seem agreed that the dialogue's true subject is
neither the liberation of Thebes, nor the nature of Socrates' daimonion.
^' As Wardman noted, Plutarch's Lives, 202-04, Plutarch says little either in the extant
Moralia or Lives about Socrates' trial. In Nicias 23, for example, he mentions Protagoras' exile
and Anaxagoras' imprisonment, and "for good measure in his illustralion he throws in the trial
of Socrates."
** On Flavian, see Ziegler, Plutarchos, 39^tO = /?£ 21 . 1 , cols. 675-76.
"^ Martin, CB 60 (1984) 87.
** See Doring, Exemplum Socratis, 1 1
.
'" See Chemiss, LCL Xm, Pt. I, 21, note e.
^ See note 4 of this study for bibliographical details.
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Rather a main concern of De gen. Socr. is the relationship between the
"practical life" (7ipaKTiK6<; pioq) and the "contemplative" or "theoretical"
life (0ecoptitik6(; (Jioq). Beyond this point, their interpretations diverge.
Riley saw tension between the two kinds of life "resolved completely in
Socrates," who "was the only man who could combine both the role of the
complete philosopher . . . and the role of the active citizen.'" In bridging
the "gap" between these roles, Socrates' daimonion had decisive influence,
for "Socrates displayed concretely the type of soul that a daimon could
guide."^" Babut, however, found in De gen. Socr. a fundamental opposition
between the practical and contemplative lives, and regarded Socrates not as
combining them, but as the "divine" man, the pure philosopher who, like
Epameinondas, "refuse les compromissions de Taction poUtique."^'
Both scholars perhaps overstated their positions, and review of
Plutarch's portrayal of Socrates in De gen. Socr. is in order. First mention
of Socrates is at 588B, where Galaxidorus responds to Theanor's dependence
on a divine sign (5ai|i6viov) as an example of "humbug and superstition"
(x-ucpoi) Kai 8eioi5ai|iov{a(;). For him, philosophy is a matter of reason
without recourse to divination and visions; Socrates is the true philosopher
who avoided "humbug."'^
The seer Theocritus objects, and cites Socrates' own daimonion as proof
of divine guidance. His ensuing exchange with Galaxidorus is interrupted
by Polymnis, who reports that some believed Socrates' divine sign was a
sneeze which encouraged or prevented action contingent on its occurrence
(581A-B).53 Polymnis disbelieves this explanation, because Socrates'
actions and convictions were not those of one guided by sneezes or voices,
but "by a higher authority and principle to noble conduct" (58 ID).
While discussing Socrates' sign, Polymnis mentions some biographical
particulars: Socrates' life-long poverty,^'* his safe retreat from Delium in
response to his daimonionP his prediction of Athenian failure in Sicily, his
refusal to escape from prison, and his fearlessness toward death. These
biographical details are probably important, as will be seen, for Plutarch's
portrayal of Socrates in De gen. Socr.
*' Riley, GRBS 18 (1977) 268-69.
50 Ibid., 272.
5' Babul, B/IGB (1984) 72-73.
5^ Galaxidorus probably offers only a partial view of Socrates. For Galaxidorus, and all
persons of the dialogue, see Corlu, Le demon de Socrale, 13-22. Galaxidorus is discussed in
18-19 et passim. It is interesting to note that "humbug" (TV(po<;) appears in Plutarch's other
descriptions of Socrates. The term was used by the Cynics, and may represent Cynic influence.
See I. Nachov, "Der Mensch in der Philosophic der Kyniker," in Der Mensch als Mass der
Dinge, ed. R. MuUer (Beriin 1976) 375 and 380.
On this view attributed to Terpsion of Megara, see Corlu, Le dimon de Socrale, 50.
^ Socrates' poverty is mentioned elsewhere by Pluurch, e.g. at 84F of Quomodo quis suos in
virtute senlial profeclus.
55 Together with Alcibiades and Laches.
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Galaxidorus then expresses interest in Simmias' views on Socrates, and
briefly rebuts Polymnis by asserting that experts in divination see great
significance in minor signs such as sneezes, just as readers learn about wars
and rulers from the alphabet's letters, which mean nothing to illiterates. A
sign can have divine origin; it is an instrument of a god used to
communicate with mortals (581F-82C).
Discussion of Socrates' daimonion ends temporarily with the entrance
of the mysterious visitor, Theanor.^^ At 588B it resumes with Simmias'
interpretation of Socrates' sign. For him, this was a voice ((pcovrj) from the
divine realm, and a guide in life (-nyeiiova itpoi; tov Piov, 589F). Socrates'
intellect (yoxx^) and soul were guided by a superior intellect and more divine
soul (-uTio voti KpEiooovoq . . . Ktti v^xfiq GeioiEpa^, 589B), and so
Socrates did not need to interpret the "symbols" of human speech in order to
have contact with the divine.
Simmias then relates the experiences of Timarchus, also Socrates'
disciple, in Trophonius' cave at Lebadeia." Briefly, after a vision of the
cosmos, Timarchus hears a voice describing the nature of daimones and of
human souls (591D-92E). Every soul has a higher part which many call
intellect or mind (vovq), but which should really be called the daimon
(59 IE). "Daimonic" influence on human souls is as follows. There are
souls so immersed in the body and distracted by passions, that they pay
almost no attention to their daimones. Timarchus sees them moving about
confusedly (59 ID). Other souls are partly submerged in the body and give
their daimones some control, but move in jerks, since their daimones must
occasionally pull on the reins guiding them (591E-92B). Still other souls
obey their daimones from birth, and are inspired (GeokXijtovhevov, 592C),
or become obedient because of their nurture and education (5ia Tpo<pfiv Kal
TtaCSE-oaiv, 592A).
After Simmias' report of Timarchus' vision, Theanor gives a somewhat
different account of daimones?^ He explains how the gods guide the best
mortals directly "by language expressed in symbols" (A^oyco 8la crunP6A,cov,
593B). Other mortals are guided by the signs and omens from which
divination arises. According to Theanor, daimones are souls released from
the cycle of rebirth and who assist mortals near their cycle's end, just as
athletes help their successors (593D-94D). And for Theanor, Socrates' soul
has almost reached its goal.
Despite the complexities and obscurities of Simmias' and Theanor's
speeches, the following observations seem apposite. First, Socrates' soul,
like that of Hermodorus of Clazomenae (592C), was bom inspired, and
remained obedient to its daimon's guidance. Both Socrates and Hermodorus
^ On Theanor, see especially Corfu, Le dimon de Socrale, 20-22.
" For a clear summaiy of Timarchus' vision. See Riley, GRBS 18 (1977) 264 ff.
'' Riley, ibid., 266 remarks that ihe accounts of Simmias and Theanor are "both equally exact
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were persons to whom, according to Simmias, daimones spoke directly.
The character (Ti9o<;) of each was "calm and undisturbed" (dGopvPov Kai
VT|VEnov, 589D). And the souls of those with understanding (vouv exeiv,
591F), Timarchus sees as floating on high, not submerged in the body, or
concerned with earthly affairs.
Now Polymnis had previously sketched Socrates as such a person,
mentioning his poverty and courage toward death (581C ff.), and one theme
of De gen. Socr. is restraint of the passions, and the importance of
philosophical training. At 584A Epameinondas claims no disgust at
poverty, and later argues (584E ff.) that desires or passions must by subdued
by reason (utio xot> Xoyoti KoA,a^o|a,£va(;). Similarly, in Simmias' report
of Timarchus' vision, daimones beat the soul until subdued (KoXa^onevn)
like a tame animal (592B).
Philosophy provides training needed to overcome the desires, and
Polymnis gave Epameinondas the "best upbringing" in philosophy (585D),
a goal of which is freedom from passion (dTtaGriq, 588D, applied by
Simmias to Socrates), or an undisturbed and calm character (589D).
Socrates and Epameinondas are thus similar in being above human desires,
and the latter, often considered a "Boeotian Socrates,"^' had received a
"distinguished and exceptional education" (7iai6e{a<; Siacpopov Kal
Ttepnxfiq, 576D). In Simmias' account, Socrates also belongs to human
beings who are "divine and exceptional" (GeCok; Kal TtepixToiq dv8pdoi,
589C),^°and who alone receive direct messages from daimones. At 593B
Theanor mentions mortals distinguished with "a peculiar and exceptional
schooling" (iSiai; iwoc, ical ntp\x\r\c, jiaiSaYcoyiaq). As Babut noted,
the term "exceptional" (jtepuToq) seems significant in De gen. Socr.^^ Like
Socrates, Epameinondas also belongs to exceptional persons guided through
life by their daimones. They are among the few, select mortals to whom
divinity manifests itself directly (cf. 593C).
Moreover, the long discussion between Epameinondas and Theanor on
poverty and the value of riches (chaps. 13-14), emphasizes not only
Epameinondas' moral character, but also the parallels between him and
Socrates. For the poverty espoused by Epameinondas was an important part
of Polymnis' description of Socrates at 581C: Socrates freely "remained
poor throughout his life, when he could have had money which the donors
would have been delighted and thankful to see him accept."
Hence, in De gen. Socr. Plutarch sketches portraits of "divine" persons
such as Socrates, Epameinondas, and Theanor. Their moral or spiritual
superiority was due to direct contact with the divine world, and to their
freedom from physical desires. But there are also humans totally enslaved
5' See Babut, B/IGB (1984) 57.
^ At Adv. Col. 1 1 1 9C Plutarch concludes his defense of Socrates and mentions Epicurus'
attack on the gods and "godlike men" (6eioi(; dv5pd<n).
*' Babul, B/IGB (1984) 57.
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by their passions, and who like, Thebes' tyrannical rulers (see 578B), are
blind to signs warning them of a dire fate. Between these extremes are
Thebes' liberators, who lack freedom from their passons despite their
courage and other moral qualities. That this "tripartition de I'humanit^"
exists in De gen. Socr., has been noticed by Babut.^^ But his critique of
Riley and others who see Socrates as the philosopher and citizen, a figure
reconciling the theoretical and practical lives, is less convincing. Babut
seems to forget Polymnis' description of Socrates (at 581D-E) when he
writes that he is never presented as "un homme d'action ni meme comme un
citoyen."^^ Moreover, if there is opposition between theory and practice in
Plutarch's view of Socrates in De gen. Socr., it is not reflected in other
works, e.g., in Adv. Col., An sent respubl. ger. sit. (769D), or Quaest.
Plat. I, where Plutarch refers to Socrates' examination of others as a way of
freeing them from "humbug" (ixxpov, 999E), almost Galaxidorus' view of
Socrates in De gen. Socr. Socrates is the critic of human opinions, not a
contemplative thinker. Plutarch emphasizes divine influence on Socrates in
De gen. Socr., but this does not prevent him from being a friend to
Alcibiades and others involved in Athenian affairs.
In sum, the following matters seem certain: first, Socrates' divine sign
and the liberation of Thebes are two main subjects of De gen. Socr., though
their exact relationship in Plutarch's mind remains uncertain. Second, the
importance of philosophical education and restraint of the passions is
stressed, and both Socrates and Epameinondas are similar in demeanor and
guided by their daimones. Moreover, in the dialogue's philosophical
sections, Plutarch's account oi daimones is not unlike those ofDe sera num.
vin. (563E-68A) and of De facie in orb. lun. (942C-45D).64 Third,
whatever the purpose(s) of De gen. Socr. may have been, Plutarch tells an
exciting story of political intrigue and revolution, the tension which is often
relieved or increased by discussion of Socrates' divine sign. Despite the
obscurities of De gen. Socr., the views of Riley and others seem
convincing: Socrates is not a pure or theoretical philosopher, but one who
combined philosophical thinking with civic duty and responsibility to
others, and who unlike many human beings was led through life by his
daimon.
Thus far, examination of Plutarch's portrait of Socrates has shown
considerable indebtedness to Plato. But both in De gen. Socr. and Quaest.
Plat. I there appear to be divergences from Plato's account of Socrates'
^^ Ibid., 69.
*' [bid. ,71, note 6. His criticism of Riley, who considered Socrates' prediction of disaster in
Sicily as political, is niggling. Babut says it is not political, because "Plutarque prend soin de
preciser qu'eUe est fait en priv6, a quelques amis." The retreat at Delium is not quite explained
by Babut.
*• See Riley, GRBS 18 (1977) 264, note 16. Socrates is mentioned only once in Defac. in
orb. lun. (at 923F) where there is brief reference to Socrates' myth about the earth in the Phaedo
1 106 ff. See Chemiss, LCL XD, 140, note a.
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daimonion. According to Plato {Ap. 3 ID), Socrates' sign always held him
back from what he thought of doing, and never urged him forward (del
dnoTipeTtEi . . . , npoTcpenei 8e o-utiote . . .; cf. Phdr. 242C). At Quaest.
Plat. 999E, however, Plutarch refers to a "divine and spiritual cause" which
guided or instructed (ucpriyrioaTo) Socrates to examine others. Cherniss
noted that txpTiyTioaxo cannot be used of the sign described by Plato's
Socrates, and referred to Polymnis at De gen. Socr. 58 IB, according to
whom Socrates daimonion either deterred or prompted him ( . . . kcoXuov r\
KeXzvov).^^ Such a description of Socrates' sign seems more consonant
with Xenophon's reports, namely, that Socrates' inner voice always told him
what he should or should not do {Mem. 4. 3. 12; 1. 1. 4; Apol. 12-13).**
Yet even in Plato's account, Socrates' sign did not always oppose or stop
him from a course of action {Ap. 40B), and even gave him some mantic
powers (Phdr. 242C). In view, however, of Xenophon as a likely source for
other reports of Plutarch on Socrates, it is quite possible that his description
of Socrates' daimonion was also influenced by Xenophon.
Another example of Xenophon's influence on Plutarch is at De cap. ex
inim. util. 90E, where in this originally extempore address*'' Plutarch states
that Socrates bore with Xanthippe "who was irascible and acrimonious," for
he thought that if he got along well with her, he would succeed in getting
along with others. The source for Xanthippe's bad temper was probably
Xenophon {Mem. 2. 2. 7), who reports her son's complaints about her nasty
disposition, and who in the Sym. (2. 10) has Antisthenes ask Socrates why
if he believed women to be as teachable as men, he had not trained
Xanthippe, but continued to live with "the most troublesome woman of all
time."** Other examples of Xenophon as Plutarch's source for Socrates can
be cited; e.g., at De tuenda sanitate praecepta 124D-E Plutarch relates
Socrates' advice against eating or drinking things which cause us to eat or
drink when not hungry or thirsty, and adds that Socrates considered dancing a
pleasant exercise. These reports are most likely based on Xenophon's
Memorabilia 1. 3. 6 and Symposium 2. 17-20, respectively.*' Xenophon
is often a source for Plutarch's or his friends' remarks on Socrates in
Quaestiones convivales, and at 629E Xenophon is called "the Socratic."
Given the nature of Plutarch's own Quaest. conviv., it is not surprising to
discover likely references to Xenophon's Symposium,''^ e.g., at 632A and
711 A, and some material in Quaest. conviv. is found elsewhere in Plutarch's
^ See Cherniss, LCL Xm, R I. 21, note e.
^ See E. Edelstein, Xenophonlisches und platonisches Bild des Socrates (Berlin 1935) 18.
Her chapter on "Vergleich des xenophontischen und platonischen Sokratesbildes," 63-11
,
remains especially worthwhile.
^ See Ziegler. P/u/arc/iaj, 167 = R£;21.1, col. 804
** On Xanthippe, see Guthrie, Socrates, 63.
® See notes a and c in LCL H, 228.
™ See, for example, F. Fuhrmann, Plularque, Oeuvres morales, DC, PL I (Paris 1972), p.
XXL
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works, e.g., Socrates' advice against dishes tempting to eat when not hungry
(661F, 124D-E, 5130, and 521E) or his praise of the dance (711D, 124E,
and BOE).""
Before concluding, it is important to return to Plutarch's remarks on
Socrates in the Lives. A. Wardman noted that "Socrates appears in the
Lives only in passing references," and nowhere does Plutarch deal with the
charge that Socrates corrupted the young.''^ Wardman's observation
emphasizes the fact that Socrates' trial received almost no attention in the
extant Lives or Moralia. Perhaps Wardman is correct in claiming that
Plutarch considered the charge of corrupting the youth not "worth refuting in
detail."''^ At the end of Phocion (38. 2), Plutarch suggests that the
Athenians realized their error in killing Phocion was as serious as the
execution of Socrates. Most likely, Socrates' trial and execution were
treated in detail by Plutarch in his lost Defense of Socrates and On the
Condemnation of Socrates, mentioned earlier in this study.
It is now time to conclude this attempted reconstruction of Plutarch's
portrait of Socrates. If Schmid, DOring, and others are correct, Plutarch's
works very much reflect his era's renewed interest in Socrates. Plutarch
wrote in a tradition established by Plato and Xenophon, both of whom
admired Socrates. Plutarch was not, however, bound by this tradition, and
responded to it creatively by composing several works in which he
transformed inherited material for his own purposes, among which were
rebuttal of Epicureanism (Adv. Col.), the creation of an historical "Novelle"
(De gen. Socr. ),'''* and an unusual treatment of the Platonic concept of Eros
(Amat.).
That Plutarch's primary sources were Plato and Xenophon is certain.
He was, of course, extremely well read, and probably also used works of
Aristotle, Demetrius of Phalerum, and Panaetius. With access to these and
possibly other sources on Socrates, he makes many anecdotal references to
Socrates throughout the Moralia and Lives. His main emphasis, however,
is on Socrates as a "divine" man who followed his daimon throughout life
{De gen. Socr.), performed his duties as an Athenian {De gen. Socr. and
Adv. Col.), challenged his fellow citizens to reflect, while acting as a
midwife {Quaest. Plat.), and who was somewhat sceptical about human
beliefs and sense perception. Perhaps Plutarch regarded himself as Socrates'
successor {Amat.). Certainly there is evidence for thinking that Plutarch,
like some of his contemporaries, considered Socrates a model or paradigm
for the best human life. Socrates followed his daimon, and led a busy life
" It is quite likely that Plutarch makes use of his kypomnemata in these passages. On his
hypomnemata, see Chemiss, LCL XIH, Pt D, 398 ff.
^^ Wardman, Plutarch's Lives, 202.
"
Ibid. 202.
"• SeeZiegler,/'/u/arcW, 205 = RE 21. 1, col. 841.
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while maintaining self-control and the capacity for quiet reflection.
Plutarch's own life was not wholly different''^
University ofMinnesota
^' I wish to thank Hubert Martin, Jr., University of Kentucky, and Philip A. Stadter,
University of North Carolina, for reading an earlier version of this paper, and making
suggestions for improvement.
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La part du rationalisme dans la religion de Plutarque:
I'exemple du De genio Socrads^
DANIEL BABUT
Un trait qui retient particuliferement I'attention dans le dialogue Sur le demon
de Socrate est que nous y sont pr6sentes deux portraits nettement
differencies, voire opposes, du personnage de Socrate. II y a en effet d'un
cote le Socrate philosophe et rationaliste, ennemi declare de la superstition
dont Pythagore, Emp6docle et leurs 6mules ont "infect6" la philosophic,
tandis que lui-meme s'est toujours efforc6, selon la formule d'un des
participants a la discussion, de "faire appel a la sobre raison dans la recherche
de la verite" (A-oyo) vricpovxi^ ^exievai ttiv a.Xr\Qziav, 580C 6^). Mais il
y a aussi le Socrate qui entretient une relation speciale avec la Divinit6, par
le truchement du fameux "demon," a I'exemple, cette fois, de Pythagoriciens
tels Lysis (cf. 579F, 596A), et conform6ment k la doctrine exposee au
chapitre 24 par un autre Pythagoricien, Th6anor. D'apres Simmias, un des
personnages principaux du dialogue, souvent tenu pour un porte-parole de
I'auteur, un oracle aurait present au pere de Socrate, quand ce dernier etait
encore enfant, de le laisser suivre ses impulsions sans contrainte, "parce qu'a
coup sur I'enfant avait en lui-meme, pour se conduire dans la vie, un guide
qui valait mieux que mille maitres et mille pedagogues.'"* Aussi a-t-on pu
soutenir que le dialogue semblait "flotter" entre deux interpretations,
"mystique" et "rationaliste," du personnage, celles-ci s'appuyant,
' Sur rinterpr^talion d'ensemble de cette oeuvre, voir mon article du Bulletin de I'Association
Guillaume Bade (BAGB), 1984, 1, 51-76, avec la bibliographic (ajouter maintenant P. Desideri,
"H De genio Socratis di Plutarco, un esempio di 'storiografia tragica'?," Athenaeum 62 (1984)
569-85; K. Doring, "Plutarch und das Daimonion des Sokrates." Mnemosyne 37 (1984) 376-92;
et la contribution d'A. Barigazzi au Congres de llntemational Plutarch Society, Athenes, 26-29
juin 1987, publiee dans le present numero de cette revue.
^ L'expression, que Ton retrouve dans la bouche du Stoicien Philippe de Pruse dans Quaesl.
conv. 710F 2 (Minar), rappelle celle d'fipicure dans la LeIIre a Menicee, 132 (vricpcov XoYian6<;).
Voir mon etude sur Plutarque et le sloicisme (Paris 1969) 251, avec note 5. Sur I'origine et
ITiistoire de la metaphore, cf. E. Norden, Agnostos Theos (Stuttgart 1913 = 1956) 132 (ajouter
Platon, Philebe, 61 c [Dies], KpTivriv vr|<pavTiKfiv koI aoivov).
'Toutes les references au De genio renvoient a I'fidition de J. Hani, Paris, C.U.F., 1980
{Oeuvres morales, Vm, traites 42^5).
''589E-F, traduction Hani.
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respectivement, sur "le merveilleux pouvoir du d6mon de Socrate" et sur "la
sagesse qui caracterise le philosophe athdnien."^
On observera par ailleurs qu'il est difficile de rdsoudre le problfeme en
supposant que seule I'une de ces deux interpretations—en I'occurrence la
premiere, celle que ddveloppent, dans le dialogue, Simmias et Th6anor
—
serait prise a son compte par I'auteur, I'autre ne repr^sentant que le point de
vue personnel d'un personnage dont le role semble moins important,
Galaxidoros.* Et cela pour deux raisons. D'abord parce qu'il est arbitraire de
faire de Galaxidoros, champion, dans notre dialogue, du Socrate rationaliste
et anti-pythagoricien, un simple "faire-valoir" de Simmias et Theanor, dont
la these ne serait exposee que pour etre ensuite rejetee et depassee par ceux
qui interviennent apres lui dans la discussion.'' Ensuite parce que Ton
aper^oit le meme genre d'opposition entre une explication rationnelle et une
explication sumaturelle des fails dans I'autre partie du De genio, c'est-a-dire
dans la narration historique des evenements ayant abouti a la liberation de
Thebes en 379, narration qui fait contrepoint, dans la construction de
I'ensemble, aux discussions philosophiques sur la nature du d6mon de
Socrate.^ La liberation de Thebes semble en effet y etre presentee tantot
comme un evenement quasi miraculeux, ou se manifeste clairement la main
des dieux,' tantot comme le fruit de la determination et du courage des
patriotes groupes autour de Charon et de P61opidas, dont les qualites morales
eminentes sont fortement contrast6es avec la corruption et I'aveuglement de
leursadversaires.'°
Pourquoi cette dualite de points de vue, dans I'une et I'autre partie du
dialogue, et de quel cote penche, 6ventuellement, la balance aux yeux de
I'auteur? Celui-ci est-il plus proche de la foi religieuse d'un Th6anor ou du
rationalisme d'un Galaxidoros? Ou bien a-t-il deliberement maintenu un
certain equilibre entre les positions de ces personnages? Pour tenter de
'Cf. G. Soury, La dimonologie de Plularque. Essai sur la religion et les mythes d'un
Platonicien icleclique (Paris 1942) 1 17. Sur I'image de Socrate dans I'oeuvre de Plutarque, voir
maintenant la communication de J. P. HershbeU au Congres d'Alhenes (ci-dessus, n. 1),
"Plutarch's Portrait of Socrates," egalement publi6e ici.
* Cf. Hani (ci-dessus, n. 3), Notice p. 46.
' Voir a ce sujet mon article sur "La doctrine d6monologique dans le De genio Socratis de
Plutarque: coherence et fonction," L'Information Liltiraire 5 (1983) 201-02.
* Sur les liens organiques entre ces deux parties du dialogue et sur I'unitd th6matique de celui-
ci, voir I'article du BAGB cite a la note 1.
'Voir en particulier le retoumement de la situation en 587D sq., quand I'iriitiative
catastrophique d'Hipposthfinidas se revele finalement salutaire, el la reflexion de Caphisias en
588B 1-3, ". . . m'adressant a Hipposth^nidas, je lui pris la main et I'exhortai a avoir confiance,
lui disant que les dieux eux-memes nous appelaient a I'action" (. . . dx; Kai xa>v Semv
jtapaKaXouvTtov in'i xi\v npa^tv, trad. Hani, comme dans la plupan des citations qui
suivent).
'" Voir le recit de I'assaut final, 596D sq., qui oppose de maniere systdmatique la conduite des
lib6rateurs a ceUe des tyrans et de leurs partisans, cf. A. Aloni, "Osservazioni sul De genio
Socratis di Plutarco," Museum Criticum (Quademi dell'Istituto di Filologia Classica
deU'Universita di Bologna) 10-12 (1975-1977) 237-38.
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r6pondre k ces questions, on examinera brifevement d'abord le problfeme des
interventions divines dans le cours des 6v6nements rapport^s dans le t6cit
historique, puis les thdories expos6es successivement par Galaxidoros,
Simmias et Theanor.
Quelle est la part de la divinit6 dans la liberation de Thebes, d'apres le
recit qu'en fait Plutarque dans le De geniol On notera tout d'abord qu'il n'y
est jamais fait mention d'une intervention directe de puissances divines qui
aurait pour effet d'infl6chir le coiu-s normal des 6venements. Ce sont les
acteurs humains qui con9oivent et executent le plan qui doit conduire au
renversement des tyrans et k la recup6ration de la Cadm6e, et ce plan se
d6roule, dans I'ensemble, conformement a leurs pr6visions initiales. D6s le
debut, Phyllidas indique en effet qu'il va donner une reception, au cours de
laquelle il compte enivrer Archias pour le rendre plus vulnerable (577C 2-
4). Et comme il n'est pas possible de r6unir tous les ennemis des conjures
au meme endroit, ceux-ci devront se diviser en deux groupes, qui se
chargeront respectivement d'Archias et de L6ontiadas. Une fois ces demiers
elimin6s, "je pense," ajoute Phyllidas, "que les autres disparaitront en
prenant la fuite ou, en tout cas, se tiendront tranquilles, trop heureux si on
leur laisse la vie sauve" (577C 6-D 3). De fait, au moment du I'attaque du
premier groupe de conjur6s, Archias est trop ivre pour se d6fendre (597A 8-
9), tandis que le second groupe vient simultan^ment k bout de L6ontiadas et
d'Hypatas (596C 11 sq., 597D 2 sq.). La suite vient confirmer les
previsions de Phyllidas: les partisans des tyrans, croyant que toute la ville
est aux mains de leurs adversaires, courent se refugier k la Cadmee, tandis
que la gamison, "frappee de peur devant le danger," ne pense meme pas k
profiter de sa superiorite numerique pour contre-attaquer (598E 3-F 3).
II est vrai que le cours de Taction est marque par plusieurs
rebondissements spectaculaires, qui semblent, aux yeux des participants du
complot," s'expliquer par des raisons sumaturelles. A deux reprises,
notamment, alors que le succes de I'entreprise paraissait irremediablement
compromis, un coup de theatre, fortement marque dans le recit,^^ vient
r6tablir la situation et rendre courage aux patriotes d'une fa^on apparemment
miraculeuse. II y a d'abord I'^pisode d'Hipposthdnidas, qui a pris I'initiative
malheureuse d'envoyer un messager h. cheval au groupe des bannis partis
d'Ath6nes, pour les inciter a faire demi-tour, empechant ainsi I'execution du
plan prevu, alors que les conditions du succfes paraissaient r6unies (586B-C).
Mais au moment oii tout semble perdu, on s'aper^oit que le messager
depeche par Hipposthenidas, que Ton croyait arriv6 k destination,'^ n'est en
" Voir en parliculier la reflexion de Caphisias en 588B 1-3 (nole 9, ci-dessus), et comparer
595D 5-6 (Chaion).
'^ Cf. 588A 7, 'Hjiou; he. tk; e'oxcv axonoi; jiexaPoXf) tov ndSouq, el 595F 5 sq.
" Ce n'est sans doute pas par hasard que le texte precise, i propos de Chlidon, le messager
d'Hipposth6nidas, qu'il y a peu de chances de le rattraper avant qu'il ddlivre son message, car "il a
le meilleur cheval qui soil ^ Thebes" et "a gagnd la course des chevaux months aux Jeux
d'H^raclfes, I'annde demiere" (585D 4-5 et 9-10).
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r6alit6 meme pas parti: ce qu'Hipposth6nidas prend d'abord pour un accident
malheureux (597E 2, <peti, iit| ti xaA-ETKoxepov aunPePriKe;) se rdv^le ainsi
une chance, qui fait brusquement passer les conjur6s de I'abattement h
I'anxidte suscit6e par Timminence du danger (588A 8-10). A I'^pisode
d'Hipposthenidas rdpond par ailleurs celui de la convocation de Charon chez
Archias (594E sq.),'"* au moment meme ou les conjures s'appretent k passer
h Taction: alors que tous sont "frappes d'6pouvante" (595A 5) et prets a se
387
et souriant," et les exhorte a reprendre confiance; car Archias, informe du
retour des bannis, a 6te assez aveugle pour confier k Charon lui-meme le
soin d'enqueter sur les rumeurs, et s'est laisse bemer par les fausses
assurances de Phyllidas (595C-96A). La pri^re que les conjures adressent
alors aux dieux (596C 5) a bien I'air d'une r6ponse k une aide providentielle
sans laquelle I'entreprise humaine n'aurait pu etre men6e h bien.
Mais un examen attentif du texte montre qu'il faut y distinguer entre
I'impression que ces coups de theatre successifs font sur I'esprit des acteurs
du drame'^ et la realite objective des faits: surpris a chaque fois par
I'evenement, les futurs lib6rateurs de Th6bes croient tout naturellement que
les dieux sont de leur cote, mais il n'y a pas un mot, dans le recit de
Caphisias, qui suggere que I'auteur du dialogue endosse personnellement
cette explication des evenements et veuille la communiquer k son lecteur.
Tant s'en faut: dans tous les cas les rebondissements de Taction ont des
causes parfaitement naturelles qui nous sont expos6es tout au long. Ainsi,
le messager d'Hipposthenidas est empeche d'accomplir sa mission k cause de
son caractfere emporl^,^^ qui transforme un incident tiivial (le pret d'une bride
h. un voisin) en une violente scene de menage (587F-88A). De meme,
Charon et ses compagnons doivent leur salut non k une intervention
miraculeuse de la Divinit6, mais simplement aux moeurs dissolues de leurs
adversaires,^'' et plus particulieremcnt a leur propension a Tivrognerie, qui,
apr6s les avoir rendus incapables de prendre au s6rieux les rumeurs de
'* Sur le parallfiUsme structural des deux passages, voir I'articlc du BAGB cit6 a la note 1
, pp.
65-67.
'' Sur I'importance de I'dlement dramatique dans la construction du dialogue, voir A. Aloni,
"Ricerche sulla forma letteraria del De genio Socralis," Acme 33 (1980) 45 sq. et, dans une autre
perspective, I'article de Desideri cit6 dans la note 1
.
Cf. 587F 8-9, 'AYavaKTovvxoc; 8' e|io« Kal KaKoo<; a-u-riiv XcyovToc; . . ., 588A 2-
3, TtXoc, Se (lEXpi TtXtiymv npoaxScli; \)Jt' opiffic; . . . L'insistance de Plutarque sur ce point
semble destin^e a mettre en relief I'explication psychologique de I'incident.
'^ Cf. 596F 4-5, . . . xfi npoaSoKiot x5>v yuvaiKtov dvenxoniievoc;, F 10, 597A 2-3
(voir la note 2 de Hani, p. 233), et surtout 594D 1-6, dont le rapprochement avec 577C 8
montie que le plan de Phyllidas se realise jusque dans le detail.
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complot,'* leur interdit meme de se d6fendre efficacement contre leurs
assaillants.''
Ainsi, malgr6 les apparences, la raison d'etre de ces deux Episodes ne
saurait etre de suggerer que la liberation de Thebes n'a pu etre obtenue que
grace k I'aide des dieux. Bien plus: I'extension meme que le rdcit donne k
ces incidents (bien qu'ils n'aient, en definitive, aucune influence r6elle sur la
suite des 6venements) et le contenu des d6veloppements qui y sont consacres
rev61ent une intention bien diff6rente de la part de I'auteur. Non seulement,
en effet, il ne s'agit pas d'attirer I'attention sur une possible intervention
divine, mais I'accent est mis d61ib6r6ment sur les initiatives des hommes et
sur leurs motivations morales.
Cela ressort particulierement de la sc5ne dont Charon est le centre
(594E-96C). Tout y parait en effet calculi pour faire ressortir le contraste
entre I'affolement des autres conjures, qui soupgonnent injustement une
trahison d'Hipposthenidas (595A), et la noblesse d'ame sereine de Charon,
qu'il communique meme k son jeune fils.^" La scene fait par ailleurs
manifestement pendant a cellc qui ouvre le r6cit de Caphisias (576C-D). La
sup6riorite dont Charon y fait preuve sur ses compagnons est en effet la
r^plique de son attitude, k la nouvelle de rarriv^e imminente des bannis
venant d'Athenes: "Tandis que nous 6tions embarrasses et perplexes,
Charon, lui, consentit a offrir sa maison" (576D 4-5). L'^pisode de la
convocation de Charon chez Archias apporte ainsi la confirmation concrete
du jugement formule, des le debut du recit, sur cette figure exemplaire de la
conjuration: "Caphisias, cet homme n'est pas un philosophe et il n'a pas
re^u une education disfinguee et exceptionnelle comme ton frfere
Epaminondas; et pourtant, tu vois qu'il est tout naturellement conduit par
les lois k faire le bien et qu'il prend spontan6ment les plus grands risques
pour le salut de la patrie" (576D 10-E 2).^' On pent en conclure que les
coups de theatre qui marquent cette scene sont destines plutot k mettre en
" Cf. 595F 8-96A 3, '0 ydp "Apxiac;, £<pti, wxi 6 OiXinito? ax; tiKouoav tikeiv i\it
KeKXrinevov, tiSti Papei; vitb Tti; ne9tii; 6vTe<; koI auvEKXeXunevoi xoic, oconaoi tot?
xirujrai;, jioXic; Siavaaxdvxei; e^co npofiXSov etii tdi; Gijpaq.
'^
"Lorsqu'il re^ul [la letlre de son homonyme d'Athenes, I'avertissant du complot], Archias
fitait d6ja completemenl terTass6 par I'ivresse (rp (ieQh KaxaKEKA-aanevo?). . . Le porteur de
la lettre lui ayant fait observer qu'il y etait question d'affaires s6rieuses: 'Eh bienl i demain les
affaires serieuses,' s'ecria Archias, et U mit la lettre sous son coussin; puis, demandant une
coupe, il la fit remplir, et il envoyail sans cesse Phyllidas a la porte pour voir si les femmes
arrivaient" (596F 3-9). Cf. aussi 597B 5 sq. (Cabirichos).
^° Cf. surtout 595C (Tavixa xou Xdpojvo? Xeyovxo? x6 (iev ppovrma Kai xfiv
KaXoKocYaBiav EGaund^onev. . .), I>-E, "Les paroles de Charon, Arch^damos, firent venir
les larmes aux yeux de la plupart d'entre nous; mais lui, c'est sans verserune larme, sans aucune
Amotion, qu'il remit son fils a Pelopidas et franchit la porte en pressant les mains de chacun de
nous et en nous adressant des paroles d'encouragement. Mais tu aurais trouvS plus admirable
encore la joie rayonnante du fils et son intr6pidit6 en face du danger; comme un autre
Neoptoleme, on ne le vit ni palir, ni montrer aucune crainte. . ."
Sur les raisons de cette promotion du personnage de Charon dans le De genio, voirmon
article du BAGB (ci-dessus, n. 1), pp. 55 et 56, avec note 1.
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relief les dispositions morales des participants qa'k sugg6rer qu'ils n'auraient
du leur succ6s qu'a une intervention directe de la divinit6 en leur faveur.
Moins evidentes apparaissent, au premier abord, les motivations de
I'^pisode d'Hipposthenidas. Mais la encore I'interet de I'auteur semble aller,
au moins pour une part, a la confrontation des attitudes morales des
personnages mis en scbnc. Hipposthdnidas est d'abord accus6 par Phyllidas
de lachete (586B sq.) et s6vferement jug6 par Charon (586D 2-3). Pour sa
defense, il demande qu'on ne confonde pas courage et tdmerite (586B 9-13),
et surtout explique que le but n'est pas de faire etalage de bravoure en faisant
bon marche de la vie, mais de mettre le maximum de chances de son c6t6
pour parvenir effectivement au resultat recherchd, qui est de libdrer Thebes:
"Tuer, mourir, cela n'est pas difficile h faire ou k subir; mais arracher Thebes
k tant de forces ennemies qui I'investissent, et chasser la garnison des
Spartiates au prix de deux ou trois meurtres, ce n'est pas aussi facile. . ."
(586D 10-E 3). Inversement, lorsque Charon sera appel6 inopin6ment chez
Archias, un autre conjur6, Cdphisodoros, reprochera a ses compagnons leurs
tergiversations et les pressera de marcher immediatement sus k I'ennemi,
"plutot que de rester enfermds dans une salle oil [leurs] ennemis [les]
extermineraient comme un essaim d'abeilles" (595E 4-F 2). La
confrontation entre Hipposthenidas et ses compagnons met ainsi sous nos
yeux les conflits auxquels donnent lieu, dans toute entreprise qui comporte
de grands risques, les efforts de ceux qui s'y sont engages, pour concilier
courage et efficacit6.
Est-ce a dire que les dieux seraient enti^rement absents du r6cit de
Caphisias sur la liberation de Thfebes? Aucun lecteur du dialogue n'oserait
sans doute le pr6tendre. Bien au contraire, ce r6cit met moins I'accent, au
total, sur Taction elle-meme que sur les pr6sages et signes divins qui
I'accompagnent.^^ La divination ne constitue pas seulement, en effet, le
theme dominant de la premiere partie du dialogue (577A-82C), comme on
I'a soutenu,^^ elle est pour ainsi dire omniprdsente d'un bout a I'autre de
I'oeuvre.^ Mais il n'en est que plus remarquable que ce foisonnement de
presages soit pratiquement sans influence sur le deroulement et I'issue de
^ Cf. BAGS (ci-dessus, n. 1), pp. 63-65.
^^ Cf. M. Riley. "The Purpose and Unity of Plutarch's De genio Socratis" GRBS 18. 3
(1977) 259 sq. Voir notamment 577D (". . . signes et presages inquifitants et sinistres pour
Sparte"); 578A (presages interpret6s par les habitants d'Haharte comme des signes de la colere
suscit6e chez les dieux par la violation du tombeau d'Alcmene); 578A-C (mesures prises par les
Lacedemoniens pour ichapper au chatiment annonc^ par d'autres signes, et pour se conformer a
un oracle); 579 B (oracle relatif a I'autel des D61iens); 579E (songes et signes apparus a
I'fiiranger arriv6 a Thebes pour s'occuper de le s^ulture de Lysis).
^ Cf. 585F (r^v^lation faite a Th&mor pendant la nuit pass6e pres du tombeau de Lysis sur la
conduite a tenir au sujet de la sepulture de ce dernier); 586F-87A (presages et songe qui ont
incite Hipposthenidas a ddcommander le retour des bannis); 594E (heureux presage marquant
I'arrivde des bannis k Thfebes); 595F (presage favorable lii6 d'un sacrifice par le devin
Thdocritos).
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I'action.^ Ainsi, les precautions multipli6es par Lysanoridas pour empecher
la vengeance divine de frapper ceux qui ont viole le tombeau d'Alcm^ne
(578A-B) se r6v61eront inoperantes, et n'6viteront pas a Lysanoridas lui-
meme d'etre plus tard atteint par le chatiment (cf. 598F 5-6), parce que nul
ne lui indiquera I'emplacement exact du tombeau (578C). Surtout, dans la
plupart des cas, les presages restent irrdm^diablement obscurs pour ceux qui
les regoivent, de sorte que ceux-ci sont incapables d'en tirer profit. Typique,
k cet egard, est le cas d'Hipposth^nidas,^ qui manque de faire capoter toute
Tentreprise des patriotes, pour s'etre fi6 h rinterpr6tation d6favorable que les
divins ont donn6e d'un sacrifice (586F), et pour s'etre tromp6 lui-meme sur
la signification d'un songe qui lui est apparu (587A-B). Et meme si le
divin Th6ocritos a vu plus clair que lui en cette occasion (cf. 587B-C), ce
meme Theocritos^ ne sera pas plus lucide un peu plus tard, quand il pressera
imprudemment ses compagnons de se lancer immddiatement ^ I'attaque sans
attendre le retour de Charon (595?).^* Loin d'indiquer une faveur divine
speciale, qui aurait rendu possible le succes des liberateurs de Thebes,
I'accumulation des presages dans la narration historique du De genio semble
bien plutot destinee h faire ressortir le contraste entre ceux qui, engages dans
Faction, doivent recourir aux moyens incertains de la divination ordinaire, et
les hommes "exceptionnels" (59 IC 11, cf. 593B 5-6) qui, tel Socrate,
beneficient d'avertissements directs de la divinit6.29
La confirmation nous est d'ailleurs foumie par I'auteur lui-meme,
d'abord dans un passage qui prend un relief particulier en raison de sa
posifion, puisqu'il se situe dans la conversauon preliminaire qui sert
d'introduction au recit de Caphisias et en d6finit par avance I'esprit et
I'orientation g6n6rale (575A 1-C 9).^'' Archedamos y oppose, grace k une
comparaison avec les gens qui regardent les tableaux des peintres, deux
categories d'auditeurs ou de lecteurs de r6cits historiques: "celui dont la
pensee est paresseuse se contente, pour son information, d'apprendre
seulement les grandes lignes et Tissue de I'evenement; tandis que celui qui,
plein d'emulation et d'amour du beau, contemple les realisations dc la vertu
comme celles d'un grand art (xbv 6e (piXoTin-ov Kal (piXoKaXov xwv hn'
dpexfiq cooTiep te.yyT[c, (leydXriq djieipyaonevcov Gea-criv), prend plutSt
plaisir au detail des ev6nements, avec I'id^e que, si leur issue doit beaucoup
" Cf. BAGB. ibid., p. 65.
^ D'autanl plus remarquable que, comme le montre la comparaison avec la Vie de Pilopidas
(8. 5), il s'agit d'un motif d61iber6ment intioduit par Plularque dans le r^cit de Caphisias (cf.
BAGB,ibid.,p.(A,n. 1).
^ La defaillance du devin est anticipee par I'anecdote syrabolique du chapitre 10, voir BAGB,
ibid., pp. 61-62.
^ Cf. BAGB, ibid., pp. 67, avec la note 4, et 68.
^ La distinction entre les deux especes de divination dans le discours de Thfianor (cf. 593C
sq.) donne manifestement la cl6 de tout la dialogue, cf. BAGB, ibid., pp. 60-61.
^ Sur la valeur "programmatique" de ce texte, voir en dernier lieu Desideri (ci-dessus, n. 1),
p. 570 sq.
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au hasard (xoti ^ev xzXovc, uoXXa Koiva npbc^ xryv tu/tiv exovxoq), dans le
detail des causes et des actes eux-memes, par ailleurs, il d6couvre le spectacle
des combats de la vertu contre les circonstances fortuites (lohc, 5' ev ta^
aitiaK; Kai (idic, epYOic; auxoiq eTtl) (xepoui; aywvai; dpexfiq npbc, xa.
owTUYxdvovxa . . . KaGopSvxa) et des audaces raisonn6es, dans le danger,
d'une pens6e rationnelle confrontde avec I'occasion et la passion" (575C 3-
9).^^ II en ressort en effet, sans la moindre Equivoque, que Plutarque voit
dans la liberation de Thebes une "realisation" de la "vertu" des patriotes
groupes autour de Charon, que r"issue" de r6v6nement ressortit selon lui au
"hasard," bien plutot qu'^ une quelconque intervention divine,^^ et qu'enfin
son intdret va avant tout, comtne nous I'avait suggdre I'examen des Episodes
d'Hipposthenidas et de la convocation de Charon chez Archias, k la
confrontation des reactions morales des acteurs de I'histoire avec les
vicissitudes du sort.
A cette declaration liminaire d'Archddamos, qui reflete, selon toute
apparence, le point de vue propre de I'auteur, fait echo,^^ d'une mani^re que
Ton croira difficilement fortuite,^ la reflexion insdree par son partenaire
Caphisias dans son recit, juste avant la mention de I'ultime 6venement qui
risque de faire echouer le complot pour la liberation de Thebes:^^ "Mais,
mon cher Archedamos, la mauvaise fortune ('H . . . xeipav . . . ivxr\) qui
cherchait a mettre en balance la lachete et I'ignorance^^ de nos ennemis avec
notre audace et nos preparatifs, et h faire de notre entreprise une espece de
drame qu'elle semait depuis le debut d'6pisodes p6rilleux, vint croiser son
execution meme, et nous jeta dans I'epreuve soudaine et terrible d'une
peripetie inattendue" (596D 8-E 3, trad. Hani 16gerement modifi6e). Pour
Caphisias comme pour Archedamos, I'histoire de la liberation de Th6bes est
celle des tribulations de la vertu des patriotes th6bains aux prises avec les
aleas de la fortune.
Ainsi s'explique un fait qui a surpris plus d'un commentateur du De
genio, et que certains se sont dvertues h. nier ou h. minimiser:^^ les ddmons,
3' Le texte est ici celui de De Lacy-Einarson (Plutarch's Moralia, VH, L.C.L., 1959), adopte
par A. Corlu {Plutarque, Le demon de Socrale, [Paris 1970]). Je suis responsable de la
traduction proposde dans le texte.
'^ Sur la place faite par Plutarque au hasard, dans sa conception du monde et de I'histoire, voir
les textes cites dans mon livre sat Plutarque el le slotcisme, O'aris 1969) 308-10.
'^ Cf. Desideri (ci-dessus, n. 1), 574 sq.
** L'interpeUation d'Archedamos en 596 D 8 a vraisemblablement pour fin, comme en 595B 3
et D 7, d'attirer I'attention sur un point important.
'^ H s'agit de I'envoi ^ Archias de la lettre dans laquelle son homonyme ath6nien lui rfivele
tous les d6tails du complot, cf. ci-dessus, n. 19.
3* Aloni (ci-dessus, n. 10), p. 235, n. 8, propose de lire dvoiaq (596D 9) au lieu d'
ayvoiou;. Mais ce demier mot, le9on des deux manuscrits, est repris par 7tapOKJK£vai<; comme
jiaXaKiai; Test par ToXjiaiq.
" Cf. Riley (ci-dessus, n. 23), 257 sq. (voir BAGB, ibid., 53, avec n. 6). En dernier lieu
Desideri (ci-dessus, n. 1), 578 sq., qui en est r^duit k inventer I'intervention du "d£mon
d'Alcmene," et a mettre sur le compte des demons tous les presages mentionnfis dans le recit de
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dont les possibilit6s d'intervention en faveur des hommes font I'objet des
discussions philosophiques qui altement avec le r^cit historique, ne jouent
aucun role dans celui-ci et n'y sont meme pas mentionn6s une seule fois.
La constatation est d'autant plus frappante qu'elle conlraste avec celle que
Ton est amene ^ faire, dans le debat philosophique, au sujet de Socrate, ou
d'autres hommes "exceptionnels" ou "aimes des dieux" (cf. 589C 11, 578E
6, 593A 8-9 et B 5-6), tel Thdanor, qui a I'inverse des acteurs de la
liberation de Thebes, communiquent directement avec la divinitd et en
resolvent une aide personnelle et decisive par I'intermddiaire d'un d6mon.^*
Au reste, cette fois encore, Plutarque s'est charg6 lui-meme de dissiper
toute incertitude, en faisant pr6ciser par Thdanor, dans le discours qui apporte
au d6bat philosophique sa conclusion, en meme temps qu'il foumit la cl6 de
tout le dialogue, les conditions dans lesquelles les demons peuvent intervenir
dans les affaires humaines. Ce sont en effet "les meilleurs d'entre nous,"
nous est-il explique des le debut de ce discours, que "les ctres qui sont au-
dessus de nous isolent pour ainsi dire du troupeau, et k qui ils imprimcnt
leur marque, jugeant qu'ils ont droit d'etre guides d'une manifere particuliere
et dans des conditions exceptionnelles (i8ia(; xivoq Kal nepiTxfi^
7iai6aYoyyia<; d^iotioi).^' sans qu'il soit fait usage de renes ou d'etriviere
pour les diriger, mais seulement de la raison, par le moyen de signes qui
restent totalement ignores de la masse du troupeau" (593B 4-8). 11 est
curieux qu'on ne se soit pas avis6 que le phrase exduait pratiquement toute
possibilite d'une intervention des dieux ou des demons en faveur des
liberatews de Thebes: quels que soient, en effet, les m6rites de ces demiers,
il est clair qu'ils font partie de ce que Th^nor appelle ici "le troupeau," et
que, loin d'etre directement guides par les puissances divines, comme les
privil6gi6s que sont Socrate et Th6anor, ils en sont r^duits k interpreter tant
bien que mal les signes a I'usage de "la masse," "qui constituent la matiere
Caphisias, sans remarquer, du reste, que ces signes divins restent, en tout 6tat de cause, sans
aucun effet sur Tissue des fivenements.
^ Voir notamment, pour Socrate, 580E (anecdote racont^e par Thfiocritos sur la fa9on dont
Socrate a pu fiviter, grace au d6mon, le rencontre d'un troupeau de pores qui a mis a mal ses
compagnons dans une rue d'Athenes); 581E (intervention du d6mon en faveur de Socrate lors de
la letraite de D^lion); pour Th^anor el ses amis pythagoriciens, 583B (le d6non de Lysis avertit
ses amis de sa mort); 585F (message du d6mon de Lysis i Theanor sur la conduite a lenir au
sujet de la dfipouille du dfifunt).
" Comparer 576D 11 (nETEiXripe natdEJac; 6ia<p6po-u Kal nEpt-CTfic; . . .
"EjtaiiEivcbvSac;); 578 E 6 faEpiTTm ydp . . . nvi kui ovik i8i&)T|i npooEoiKEv, i propos de
Thfianor); 579F 12 {ioc, GeocpiXei? Kal nEpiTtoi tivei; eivai SoKOiev. . .); 580F 9 (x6
loKpdxou? 8ai(i6viov ISiav Kal nEpiTXTiv EOXIKEvai 8\)va|iiv. . .); 589C 10-12 (6
drip TpETtonEvoc; 6i' EiindOEiav EvormaivExai xdic, Beiok; koI nEpixxoi(; dvSpdai xov
xoxi voTiaavxoq Xoyov); 589F 1-2 (cix; Kpeixxova SrinouGEv exovxoi; [sc. ItoKpaxovi;] ev
avxS) nvpitov SiSaoKdXojv koI ;iai6aYg>Yg>v fnfEiiova Jtpcx; xov p(ov).
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de I'art appele divination" (cf. 593D 1-2, . . . tov(; 5e noXXolc, or\\iela
5{8coaiv [sc. TO Seiov], e^ rov ti Xeyonevn jiavxiicfi ouveoTriKe).'"'
La suite du discours en apporte du reste la confirmation la plus nette.
"Car il est de fait," ajoute en effet Th6anor, "que les dieux ne reglent la vie
que d'une minorite d'honmnies (Geol ^ev yap ovv oXiyav avGpoimcov
Koo|xotioi Piov), a savoir ceux qu'ils veulent combler au plus haut point et
rendre veritablement divins" (ox)q av ctKpcoq iiaKapio-oq xz Kal Seio-oi; ox;
6Lkr[Qm<i dcTiepYaoaoGai Po-u?iti9cooiv, 593D 3-6).'*' Et pour montrer que
"la puissance d6monique ne s'associe pas h n'importe qui" (ot) yap oii; ex-uxe
auiKpepetai to 8ai|i6viov, 593E 8), Theanor compare alors I'assistance des
demons a celle que Ton peut apporter a des naufrages qui cherchent a se
sauver a la nage: s'ils sont encore loin du rivage, on se contente d'observer
en silence (oicojiti !) leurs efforts; mais s'ils sont tout prfes du bord, on les
encourage de la voix et du geste, on intervient directement pour les aider S se
sauver; "telle est aussi ... la maniere d'agir de la puissance demonique; tant
que nous sommes en effet submerges par nos affaires (Pa7tTtCo|ievoti(; xmb
Tcov 7tpay|idTcov) . . ., elle nous laisse nous demener seuls et faire preuve
de perseverance, en nous effor9ant, par notre propre vertu, de nous sauver et
d'atteindre le port . . ." (axixovc, iEfiniiXXaoQax Kal naKpo0-u|ieTv 5i'
oiKeiaq jtEipco|j.evo\)(; apexxic, ow^eoGai Kal -cvyxaveiv A,i|ievo<;, 593 F
6-9). II n'est pas douteux que la phrase s'applique tout particulierement aux
patriotes thdbains dont le recit de Caphisias relate I'entreprise, et dont
Archddamos dvoquait par avance, dans le dialogue introductif, la vertu aux
prises avec les vicissitudes de la fortune (xovq . . . a.y5>\ac, dpeTfi<; npbq xa
OMs/x-oyxavovxa, 575C 6-8).
Ainsi, le r6cit que nous offre le De genio de la liberation de Thebes fait
apparaitre que pour I'auteur du dialogue cet evenement est, pour I'essentiel,
I'oeuvre des hommes, tandis que, malgre les apparences, la divinite n'y a
joue en definitive qu'un role negligeable.''^ Cette conclusion ne devrait du
reste pas surprendre les lecteurs des Vies, car si des interventions divines y
sont souvent mentionnees,''^ Plutarque s'y est toutefois attache a en marquer
les limites, notamment dans une remarquable digression de la Vie de
Coriolan (32. 4 sq.),** dont la double convergence avec le recit de Caphisias
"" Voir ci-dessus, p. 389.
*' Comparer 586A 5-6, Mupiai |iev ^ap dtpajtol picov, oXiyat 6e ac, Sainovec;
dvGpomo-o^ ayoxjciv.
'" Sans doute les presages indiquent-ils que Tissue de I'entreprise est connue de la divinit6
avanl meme son declenchement (cf. notamment la reflexion apparemment fortuite de Simmias en
578D 7, alors qu'il vient de deplorer la barbarie inherente a la tyrannie: 'AXXot xauta (lev
laox, 0£a) neXfioei. Riley [ci-dessus, n. 23], 271, y voit a juste titie un exemple de kXiiScov,
presage tir^ d'une parole fortuite, qui prend valeur pr6monitoire, cf. 581D 2). Mais il n'en reste
pas moins que ces presages ne contribuent aucunement a la r^ussite finale de I'entreprise.
*' Voir mon 6tude sur Plutarque el le stoicisme (Paris 1969) 478-82.
** Sur cette page, voir A. Lesky, "Goltliche und menschliche Motivation im homerischen
Epos," SU2. derHeidelb. Ak. der Wiss., philos.-hist. Kl., 1961, 4, p. 18 sq.
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et avec les explications de Th6anor sur "la manifere d'agir de la puissance
d^monique" aurait merite de retenir I'attention des commentateurs. II s'agit
de I'initiative prise par Valerie d'aller trouver la mfere et I'dpouse de Coriolan
pour les inciter h faire auprds de ce dernier la d6marche h laquelle Rome,
assiegee par les Volsques, devra son salut. Plutarque voit dans cette
initiative extraordinaire et impr6visible I'effet d'une "intuition k laquelle
I'inspiration divine n'etait pas 6trangere" (kut' enwoiav oijk aGeiaoxov,
33. 3, trad. Flaceliere-Chambry). II la compare aux interventions divines
relatees par Homere, interventions qui suscitent le scepticisme ou les
critiques des esprits forts, parce qu'ils y voient des "fictions impossibles" et
des "inventions incroyables," qui aboutissent a priver la raison humaine de
sa liberte de choix. Prenant la defense d'Homfere, Plutarque soutient alors
que le pofete reserve ces interventions "aux actions extraordinaires et
audacieuses, qui exigent une pous6e d'enthousiasme et d'exaltation" (ev Talq
dxoTtOK; Kal TtapaPoXoK; npd^eoi Kai (popac, tivoq evGo-uoicoSotx; Kal
jiapao-cdoecoi; SeonevaK;, 32. 7, trad. Flaceliere-Chambry), alors qu'il
laisse au pouvoir de chacun "les actes naturels, habituels et qui
s'accomplissent logiquement" (xa . . . eiKoxa Kal o-ovt|9ti Kal Kaxd
Xoyov TtepaivonEva, 32. 6).''^
On ne s'6tonnera done pas que la liberation de Thebes nous soit depeinte
dans le De genio comme I'oeuvre d'hommes courageux confrontes avec les
aleas de la fortune, car non seulement, comme le dit Theanor, la divinite
n'intervient qu'en faveur d'une minority de privil^gies, mais de plus, elle
limite ses interventions directes, comme I'indique la Vie de Coriolan, a des
cas exceptionnels.
La th6orie de Galaxidoros est exposde dans trois chapitres qui se suivent
de pr&s (9. 1 1, et 12) et correspondent respectivement a trois developpements
lies, mais distincts. Le premier, de port6e gdnerale, a pour point de depart
une condamnation de la superstition, prolong6e par une critique vigoureuse
des conceptions religieuses de certains prdddcesseurs de Socrate (Pythagore,
Emp6docle . . .), et par une profession de foi rationaliste. Puis, en reponse
k une objection de Th6ocritos, Galaxidoros applique les principes qu'il vient
d'enoncer au probl6me du ddmon de Socrate. Enfm, il defend sa conception
du d6mon contre deux especes d'objections, formulees par Phidolaos et
Polymnis. On rdsumera brievement ces trois ddveloppements.
La condamnation de la superstition (579F 8-9, ox; epyov eotIv evpetv
dv5pa KttGapeiJovTa Ttxpov Kal SeioiSainoviaq) est motivee par un
propos de Polymnis, signalant qu'un etranger, arriv6 le jour meme dans la
ville (Theanor), a passe la nuit prfes du tombeau de Lysis pour y recueillir,
eventuellement, un signe divin relatif h la sdpulture de ce dernier.
Galaxidoros voit la une manifestation de la facheuse propension, si
^ Comparer, sur le probleme des interventions divines chez Homere, les reflexions paraUeles
de PluUrque dans De Pylh. orac, 405A sq.
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rdpandue, k "diviniser" ses actes, en s'abritant, soil par faiblesse d'esprit soil
par supercherie, derriere des songes, des visions ou d'autres fariboles du
meme genre (579F). II pent etre utile aux politiques d'user de la superstition
"comme d'un frein," pour contenir les d6bordements d'une foule
indisciplinee, mais de tels procddes sont indignes de la philosophie et
contraires k sa mission, qui est de justifier rationnellement une conduite
conforme a la morale, et non de "chercher refuge aupr^s des dieux," en
recourant a des propheties et des visions, "domaine dans lequel I'homme le
plus mediocre n'obtient souvent pas moins, par le jeu de la chance, que le
plus eminent" (580A-B). Le veritable esprit de la philosophie, caracteris6
par la simplicite, le refus des faux-semblants, I'amour sincere et exclusif de
la verite, c'est justement Socrate qui I'incamait, loin de r"enflure" propre au
sophiste, plutot qu'au philosophe.
Ce n'est pas a dire, pourtant, que Galaxidoros rejoigne la position des
accusateurs de Socrate, qui lui reprochaient de mepriser les choses divines.
Bien plutot, selon lui, Socrate a-t-il purifi6 la philosophie, que Pythagore et
son ecole avaient "remplie de visions, de mythes et de superstition";"^ et,
tandis qu'Empedocle la lui avait transmise "en plein delire" (ev ^.d^a
PePaKxev)|ievT|v), il "I'habitua a mesurer pour ainsi dire son inspiration h. la
realite et h poursuivre la verite par la sobre raison" (580C 5-6).'*''
Mais comment concilier cette conception de la philosophie socratique
avec ce que Ton rapporte au sujet du demon de Socrate, demande alors le
devin Th6ocritos. Car il n'est pas possible de rejeter cette tradition comme
une "fable" (\|/e\)5oi;), comparable aux supercheries que vient de denoncer
Galaxidoros. Pour le prouver, Theocritos raconte alors un incident dont il
dit avoir ete le temoin, en meme temps que le devin Euthyphron,"*et qui
etablit la superiorite de la divination socratique, appuy^e sur les
avertissements du demon, par rapport a la divination ordinaire des devins
professionnels, tels Euthyphron et Theocritos lui-meme."'
Dans sa reponse, Galaxidoros se garde de mettre en doute la realite du
demon, mais en propose une interpr6tation qui se concilie a la fois avec sa
conception rationaliste de la philosophie et avec I'idee qu'il se fait de la
personnalite de Socrate. Le demon, explique-t-il, n'est pas une revelation
"particuliere et exceptionnelle" (i8{av Kal 7tepiTTT|v) qui serait consentie
par faveur personnelle a un individu. C'est, en r6alite, un phenomfene qui
releve de la mantique ordinaire, mais se manifeste "dans les situations
obscures et rebelles aux conjectures raisonnables" (ev toi(; (xStjA-ok; Kal
dTeKixdpToii; xS Xoyio\i&). Quand le raisonnement ou la faculty de
** Sur ce passage, voir W. Buricen, Lore and Science in Ancient Pythagoreanism (Cambridge,
Mass. 1972) 94. avec n. 48.
" Cf. ci-dessus, p. 383, avec n. 2.
^ n se pourrait que I'anecdote, pour laquelle Plutarque est notre seule source, ait H6 imagin6e
par lui pour les besoins de la cause.
" Voir ci-dessus, n. 27.
prdvision sont en dchec, un facteur en soi insignifiant, comme un
dtemuement ou une parole forluite (TiTapnoq ti KXTi6cbv) peut faire pencher
la balance d'un c6t6 plutot que de I'autre. Voil^ pourquoi Socrate, dans de
telles situations, se laissait guider par ce genre de presages, auxquels on a
donn6 le nom de "d^mon de Socrate" (580F-8 1 A).
Les objections de Phidolaos et de Polymnis donnent enfin a Galaxidoros
I'occasion de pr6ciser sa pensee sur deux points importants. Au premier, qui
s'6tait indign6 qu'on put ainsi "toumer en ridicule une telle manifestation de
la puissance prophetique et la reduire h des dtemuements et h des voix"
(581E 11-12), il repond que des signes en apparence insignifiants peuvent
avoir une grande importance pour la connaissance de I'avenir. Socrate 6tait
done fonde a tenir compte de ces signes pour determiner sa conduite et k
prendre au sdrieux ce qu'il appelait son d6mon (581F-82B). Quant h
Polymnis, il trouvait surprenant que Socrate eut attribud h Taction du d6mon
ce qu'il d6cidait d'apres un banal etemuement, et voyait la une manifestation
de r"enflure" (iv(poq) et des faux-semblants justement denonces par
Galaxidoros (581B). Mais ce dernier lui fait observer qu'il est legitime de
distinguer entre le signe (I'etemuement) et celui qui I'envoie (le ddmon) et de
mettre I'accent sur le second plutot que sur le premier (582B-C). Cette
reponse, comme la precedente, confirme que la theorie de Galaxidoros ne nie
en aucune fa^on I'existence du demon, mais rejette seulement I'idee que ce
demon communiquerait directement avec certains hommes, par des
apparitions ou des messages verbaux.
Quelle est la portee de cette theorie de Galaxidoros, quelle fonction faut-
il lui reconnaitre dans la construction du dialogue? Faut-il croire qu'elle
correspond, en tout ou en partie, aux vues personnelles de I'auteur sur le
sujet, ou au contraire qu'elle repr6sente une simple etape dans le debat,
destinee a etre ensuite depassee par les interventions des autres participants,
et d6finitivement rejetee? Les commentateurs ont gendralement opte pour
cette demiere interpretation. Ainsi, Hirzel pensait que le point de vue de
Galaxidoros etait proche de celui des Cyniques, et pouvait refl6ter les id6es
qui etaient celles de Plutarque dans sa jeunesse, h I'epoque ou il 6crivait son
pamphlet Sur la Superstition.^'^ Galaxidoros representerait alors la "periode
radicale" de la pensee de Plutarque, dont celui-ci etait sans doute deja assez
eloigne quand il redigeait le De genio?^ De mcme, H. von Amim affirme
que Plutarque prend nettement parti centre Galaxidoros pour se ranger sans
restriction aux cotes des Pythagoriciens Simmias et Theanor,52 en leur
50 Cf. R. Hirzel. Der Dialog, H (Leipzig 1 895) 1 58, avec n. 1
.
5' Aucun indice sur ne permet de fixer la date du De genio. Mais les affmites qui existent
entre ce dialogue et des oeuvres comme les Dialogues pythiques ou le De sera nwninis vindicta
ne laissent guere penser qu'il puisse s'agir d'une oeuvre de jeunesse. Cf . G. Mameli Lattanzi, "II
De genio Socralis di PluUrco," (Rome 1933) 109 sq. (cite par Corlu—ci-dessus, n. 3 1—p. 106);
K. Ziegler, Plutarchos von Chaironeia, 2e 6d., (Stuttgart 1964) col. 205.
'^ Plutarch Uber Ddmonen und Manlik (Verhandelingen der Koninklijke Ak. van Wetensch.
Amsterdam, Afdeeling Lellerkunde, N. R., 22, 1921, 2). p. 4 sq.
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faisant reconnaltre, dans le cadre du dialogue, une autoritf sup^rieure,^^ tandis
que, par ailleurs, Galaxidoros lui-meme ferait en quelque sorte acte
d'allegeance a la personne de Simmias.^ Plus rdcemment, enfin, A. Corlu^^
et J. Hani^^ ont vu dans ce personnage un contradicteur de tendance
stoicienne, dont la theorie, erronee et peu cohdrente, ne serait expos6e que
pour mieux mettre en valeur, par contraste, les conceptions du demon
developpees ensuite par Simmias et Theanor.
Cependant, cette interpretation du role d6volu au personnage dans la
construction du dialogue parait difficilement conciliable avec une s6rie
d'indications convergentes foumies par le texte h son sujet. On notera tout
d'abord que les idees exposees par Galaxidoros ne sont jamais globalement ni
expressement refutees par ses partenaires au cours de la discussion. Seul
Simmias semble le critiquer, quand, h la fin de son intervention (589F 3-6),
il rejette dedaigneusement, mais sans nommer Galaxidoros, I'opinion de
ceux qui parlent de "paroles fortuites, d'etemuements ou de choses du meme
genre" (KXtiSovaq r\ nxapnovq r[ xi toiovtov) pour expliquer le demon de
Socrate. Mais cette critique laisse intacte, en tout 6tat de cause, toute la
premiere partie de la these de Galaxidoros, qui n'est pourtant pas la moins
importante (condamnation de la superstition, de la credulite excessive des
predecesseurs de Socrate, y compris Pythagore—sans que le Pythagoricien
Simmias trouve a y redire . . .—, interpretation strictement rationaliste de la
philosophic de Socrate. . .). Qui plus est, il n'est meme pas plausible, a la
reflexion, que Simmias vise Galaxidoros dans ce passage: non seulement le
pluriel dont il use (tmv K^riSovai; . . . (eipriKOTcov) ^'^") pent designer
d'autres adversaires, mais dans sa reponse a Polymnis Galaxidoros s'est
expressement demarque de ceux qui professent I'opinion rejette par Simmias;
".
. . pour ma part, je m'etonnerais qu'un homme eminent dans la pratique de
la discussion et dans la maitrise de la langue, comme I'etait Socrate, ait dit
que c'etait I'etemuement, et non le demon qui lui faisait signe. C'est comme
si Ton disait que Ton a ete blesse par le trait, et non par le tireur au moyen
du trait, ou encore que le poids est mesure par la balance, et non par celui
qui pese au moyen de la balance. Car ce n'est pas I'instrument qui fait
I'oeuvre, mais celui a qui appartient I'instrument, et qui s'en sert pour
produire I'oeuvre. Or, c'est aussi une sorte d'instrument que le signe, dont se
^^ Voir notamment, pour Simmias. 576B 7-9, 578A 1-3, 578F 9-10 (figure typique de
philosophe), 580B 3-4, 580D 5-6, 581E 7-10, 588C 3 sq. (reprfisentant autorise de la pensfie de
Socrate); pour Theanor, 578E 6-7.
^* Cf. 581F 5-7, Kai 6 TaXai^iSapoc,- Iinniov jiev, etpi. <I'ci56XaE, nep'i toutoiv, ei
Ti ZcoKpdcTox)!; aiixoc; Xtfovxoc, tiKOvaev, ETOitioq aKpoao6ai koI neiQEcSai ne9' uficov
. . .; 582C 10-11, 'AXX' onep eTtiov, e'l ti IiM-M-iaq exei Xeyeiv, oikouctteov, ax; eiSoto^
aKplPECTTEpOV.
55 Cf. ci-dessus, n, 31, pp. 19. 48-51.
5*Cf ci-dessus. n. 3, p. 53.
'^ Conjecture de Bemardakis pour le participe substantiv6 par xtbv et dont dfipendaient
necessairement les trois accusatifs kXtiSovoc;. nxap\LO\s(;, et xi xoiovcov.
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sen la puissance qui donne des signes" (582C 3-10). II est clair que ce n'est
pas la theorie de Galaxidoros qui est I'objet du "d6dain" (cf. 589F 6) de
Simmias.^*
II est vrai qu'avant que ce dernier expose sa propre theorie, le narrateur
signale qu'il avait rdpondu d6)h aux arguments de Galaxidoros sur "la nature
et le mode d'action du d6mon" (588B 12-13). Mais Caphisias precise
aussitot qu'il n'a pas entendu lui-meme cette reponse de Simmias (588C 1-
3, "A |iEv ouv np6<; tov FaXa^iScbpou X6yo\ (xvteitiev 6 Ii(i|xiaq ot)K
TiKouoa|iEv). Plutarque aurait pu soil reproduire ou r&umer la refutation de
la thfese de Galaxidoros, soit la passer totalement sous silence. En optant
pour la solution intermediaire, il donne I'impression de suggerer que tout
n'est pas faux dans cette th5se. En tout cas, au moment ou Simmias prend
la parole pour donner sa propre explication du d^mon, tout se passe comme
si Galaxidoros, le premier a s'etre exprim6 sur le sujet, etait sorti vainqueur
de la premiere partie du debat, sans que personne ait ete en mesure de le
refuter, alors que lui-meme n'a eu aucune peine a refuter les objections de ses
contradicteurs (cf. 581F 7-8, la 5' vnb oou [sc. <I>ei6oX,do\)] Xe^eyiiEva
Kttl noXij|i.vio<; uD xct^ETtov (xveXeiv). On ajoutera que la place qui est
reservde a son expose dans la construction du dialogue^' et le fait qu'il reste
maitre du terrain a Tissue de la premiere phase de la discussion, jusqu'i ce
que la question soit reprise dans le dernier tiers du dialogue, ne se
comprendraient guere si Plutarque n'avait accordd aucune valeur a ses
arguments. On pent deja en inferer que le statut de Galaxidoros dans le De
genio est totalement different de celui des personnages qui, dans d'autres
dialogues,^" jouent le role de trouble-fete ou de contradicteurs grossiers, dont
I'intervention n'a d'autre but que de permettre aux interlocuteurs s6rieux, une
fois d6barrass6s du perturbateur, d'entamer le v6ritable debat.*'
En second lieu, il n'est pas vrai que la these de Galaxidoros reflete le
point de vue des Cyniques,*^ni meme celui des Stoiciens,*^meme si son
^ Contrairemem a ce qu'affirme notamment Corfu (ci-dessus, n. 3 1), p. 52.
*' La premiere discussion sur le demon, dominee par Galaxidoros, occupe 4 chapiires sur 34,
soit 6 pages 1/2 de I'edition Hani sur un total de 57.
*" Ainsi Didyme-Plan6tiade dans le De defeclu oraculorum, "fipicure" dans le De sera numinis
vindicla, et meme Phamace dans le Defacie in orbe lunae.
*' Cf. R. Flaceliere, Plutarque, Oeuvres morales, VI, Dialogues pythiques (Paris, C.U.F.,
1974) pp. 90-91 . Significative, a cet egard, est la demiere mention de Galaxidoros en 594B 3-
4: en signalant que Theocritos voudrait dire un mot a fipaminondas "en presence de Galaxidoros"
et de Caphisias, Plutarque garantit, en quelque sorte, la stature morale du personnage et I'integre
symboliquement au groupe des philosophes, qui fait pendant au groupe des patriotes.
^^Cf.Corlu, ibid., pp. 48-49.
*' Comme j'ai eu tort de I'admettre dans Plutarque et le stoicisme, p. 252. Les arguments par
lesquels von Amim (ci-dessus, n. 52, p. 5; cf. Corfu, ibid., pp. 49-50; Hani [ci-dessus, n. 3), p.
220, n. 1) cherche a prouver I'origine stoicienne des vues de Galaxidoros ne sont pas probants.
Meme si la notion d'opufi est stoicienne, le mot appartient en effet a la langue philosophique
commune, et son emploi ne suffit evidemmenl pas a indiquer une filiation stoicienne. Par
ailleurs, le rejet de la divination naturelle au profit de la divination artificielle est en contradiction
avec la position stoicienne, qui admet aussi bien la premiere que la seconde, cf. le De vita et
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langage rappelle occasionnellement celui de Chrysippe.*^ On en trouvera la
preuve dans la concordance frappante qui apparait entre ce que dil Galaxidoros
du role de la divinitd dans la dispensation des signes de la divination
artificielle (582C 3-10, cite ci-dessus), et la maniere dont Xdnophon prenait
d6j^ la d6fense du d6mon de Socrale contre ses d6tracteurs: Socrate,
expliquait-il, ne faisait rien d'autre que ceux qui usent des proc^6s habituels
de la divination. Mais tandis que la plupart des gens disent {k tort) qu'ils ont
6te guides par des prdsages, Socrate s'exprimait plus correctement, en disant
que c'6tait la puissance demonique qui lui faisait signe (cf. Memorables, 1, 1,
4 TO 6ai|a.6viov . . . e(pT| aimaiveiv, k rapprocher de De genio, 582C 3—4,
ZcoKpdtTii; ... TO 6ai|i6viov avxa ormaweiv 'iXzyzv).^^ La these de
Galaxidoros apparait done d'une parfaite orthodoxie "socratique," et c'est sans
doute pourquoi Plutarque a tenu k lui faire ddcemer, par I'intermediaire de
Polymnis (cf. 581A 8 sq.), le label d'authenticite et la garantie d'un
compagnon direct de Socrate, Terpsion de Megare.^* Parallelement, la
vigueur de sa reaction, quand il est soup^onnc de faire cause commune avec
les ennemis de Socrate (cf. 580B 9 sq.), et la maniere dont il se ddfend, dans
ses r6ponses a Phidolaos et h Polymnis, de vouloir ravaler le "demon" a un
ph6nomene banal et purement materiel montrent qu'il se range resolument
dans le camp des Socratiques. De fait, en faisant de Socrate le parfait
representant de I'authentique esprit philosophique, qui n'aspire qu'a
"poursuivre la verit6 par la sobre raison," il incame sans doute la reaction
rationaliste de certains cercles socratiques contre une interpretation de
I'heritage socratique jugee trop entachde de religiositd et trop influencee par
le pythagorisme.^^
poesi Homeri attribu6 a Plutarque, H, 212, p. 456, 14-1 8 (Bemardakis), el Stoicorwn Velerum
Fragmenla II, 1188 sq., 1196 sq. Enfin, il est douteux que 580F implique une adhesion au
dogme sloicien de la "sympathle" universelle.
" Comparer De genio, 580F-81 A et De Stoic, rep., 1045B-V (avec la note de H. Chemiss,
Plutarch's Moralia. XHI, 2, LCL, 1976, pp. 508-09, a) et cf. Plutarque et le stoXcisme, p. 251.
avec n. 3.
*' Voir aussi 582B7-9, . . . koI xauta pdoKtov auroi; ov> 7nap(i6v oiJSe ipojvTiv dXXa
6ai|i6viov av)T(p Toiv Ttpd^etov vpriYciaBai. Encore plus 6troit est le parallele entre le
propos de Galaxidoros et ce que Xenophon fait dire a Socrate dans son Apologie, 13: "... tandis
que [les autres] nommeni ce qui les avenit 'oiseaux,' 'paroles,' 'rencontres fortuites,' 'devins,'
moi je I'appele un 'signe divin' (5ain6viov), et j'estime qu'en usant de ce nom je m'exprime
avec plus de \€n\i et de piete que ceux qui altribuent aux oiseaux le pouvoir qui appartient aux
dieux" (trad. F. OlUer).
^ Terpsion est menlionn6 par Platon, avec son compatriote Euclide, au nombre des disciples
Strangers qui 6taient aux cotes Socrale le jour de sa mort (Phedon, 59 c 3). On le retrouve d'autre
part, toujours avec Euclide, dans le prologue du Theelile (142 a-43a), et c'est a lui qu'est faile la
lecture de I'entretien redige par Euclide qui forme le contenu du dialogue.
^ Voir la reference de la n. 46, ci-dessus.
Daniel Babut 399
Quant au fait que Galaxidoros accepte de s'en remettre h I'autorite de
Simmias au sujet de demon,^* il n'implique en aucune fa^on un reniement de
sa propre th6orie. Tanl s'en faut: en d6clarant qu'il est pret h ecouter ce que
Simmias a a dire a ce sujet et ^ y souscrire, Galaxidoros fait plutot
comprendre que sa propre explication du d6mon pourrait recevoir de la
bouche de Simmias, grace k la longue intimity de ce dernier avec Socrate,
son complement naturel, en meme temps que d'utiles 6claircissements.*'
Son appel a Simmias fait done pr6voir un prolongement et un
approfondissement du debat, bien plutot qu'un retour en arriere et un depart
sur nouveaux frais. Ainsi, a la fin de la premiere phase de la discussion au
sujet du d6mon, rien ne laisse prevoir une refutation de la thdse qu'y a
developpee Galaxidoros, et de fait, comme nous I'avons vu, Plutarque a
ostensiblement exclu une telle refutation des la reprise du debat (588C 1-3,
cf. ci-dessus).
Enfin, I'importance positive de la contribution de Galaxidoros a la
discussion philosophique du De genio ressort avant tout des convergences
qu'on y ddcouvre avec des id6es que I'auteur reprend ailleurs h. son compleJ"
C'est vrai, tout d'abord, de la vehemente condamnation de la superstition qui
marque le ddbat de son intervention (579F sq.), et que Ton retrouve d'un bout
a I'autre de la carriere de Plutarque,"" depuis I'oeuvre de jeunesse qu'est sans
doute le De superstitione jusqu'a de nombreux passages des Moralia et des
Vies que Ton peut assigner k la maturitd ou i la vieillesse de I'auteur.''^
Meme I'id^e que les hommes politiques peuvent legitimement user de la
** Voir ci-dessus, n. 54.
*' Rien ne justifie I'affinnalion de Hani (ci-dessus, n. 3), p. 222, n. 2 de la p. 89, selon
laquelle la position de Galaxidoros se serail modifiee "a la fin de son intervention" (582C) "par
rapport a ce qu'eUe 6tait au d6but (580)." Cf. "La doctrine d6nonologique dans le De genio . . ."
(ci-dessus, n. 7), pp. 204-05.
">
Cf. Aloni, "Ricerche . . ." (ci-dessus. n. 15), p. 62.
^' Voir Plularque el le sloicisme (ci-dessus, n. 43), pp. 523-25. Cf. 6galement H. Adam,
Plutarchs Schrift "Non posse suaviler vi'vi secundum Epicwum," (Amsterdam 1974) 49-50; A.
Barigazzi, Plularco conlro Epicuro. (Firenze 1978) pp. XL-XU; F. E. Brenk, In Mist
Apparelled. Religious Themes in Plutarch's Moralia and Lives, (Leyde 1977) 13-14; G. Lozza,
Plularco, De superstitione, (Milano 1980) 18-20. J'avoue ne pas comprendre comment Brenk,
ibid., p. 5, n. 10, peut pr6tendre que j'ai tente de justifier I'idte d'un d^veloppement croissant de
la superstition dans la pens6e de Plutarque, alors que j'ai express^ment rejete celte idee,
notamment dans le passage dont la reference est indiqude ci-dessus (voir 6galement, dans le
meme livre, la note 2 de la page 502, avec la reference a Geffcken, et la note 3 de la p. 463. . .).
Brenk croit egalement (ibid., p. 7, n. 13) que j'ai vu "an uninterrupted move towards
Neoplatonism in Plutarch's writings," en contradiction flagrante avec mon demier chapitre, qui
aboutit a la conclusion qu'on ne peut deceler d'evolulion sensible dans la pensee religieuse de
Plutarque!
^^Cf. Plutarque et le sloicisme, p. 505 sq., et comparer en particulier la formule de
Galaxidoros en 579F 8-9, (b; spyov eaTiv E\)petv avSpa K«9ap<:iJovTa . . .
SeimSai|iovia<; . avec De hide el Osiride, 352B 3-4, a propos des Hi6raphores et Hierostoles du
culte d'Isis, ovtoi 5' eiolv ol tov Upov Xo-jfov jtcpi Oecov jtctcTii; Ka9apE-uovTa
SeigiSaitioviai; Kal nepiepiria? ev TJi \i/vriy\ (pepovxe; k.t.X.
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superstition "comme d'un frein" pour imposer h une foule indocile ce qui est
conforme a son interet (580A 1-5) apparait ^ plusieurs reprises dans les
ViesP notamment dans la Vie de Numai"^ ou elle est expressement
rapprochde de la philosophic de Pythagore.'''
De meme, I'auteur des Vies fait plus d'une fois 6cho ^ la protestation de
Galaxidoros contre ceux qui recourent abusivement a la divination au lieu de
raisonner (580A 9-11), qu'il s'agisse de Nicias, qu'il represente paralyse "par
I'ignorance et la superstition" lors d'une Eclipse de lune,^* ou, inversement,
de D6niosthene, qu'il approuve implicitement d'avoir refuse de "preter
attention aux oracles et d'6couter les propheties," dans lesquelles il ne
voyait, a I'exemple de Pericles, que pretextes pour se conduire en lache, se
dispenser de raisonner." Et la raison morale invoquee ici par Galaxidoros
—
les presages sont a la port6e de I'homme le plus ni6diocre, aussi bien que du
meilleur (of. 580B 1-3)—est aussi celle qui inspire par exemple, dans la Vie
de Paul-Emile, la reflexion de Plutarque au sujet de Persde, qui s'imaginait
que sacrifices et prieres pouvaient compenser sa lachetd: ". . . il n'est pas
licite que celui qui n'a pas vis6 atteigne le but, ni que celui qui lache pied
soit vainqueur, ni, d'une fa^on g6nerale que celui qui ne fait rien connaisse le
succes et que le mechant prospere."''*
Plus generalement, la profession de foi rationaliste de Galaxidoros, son
refus de "diviniser" les actions humaines, comme de "chercher refuge aupres
^^ Voir Plutarque el le stoicisme, pp. 505 (avec la note 5) - 506.
'* 8. 4 et 6-7 (cf. Plutarque et le stoicisme, p. 506, notes 6 et 7).
'' H faut noter qu'on trouve chez plusieurs auteurs antfirieurs ou post6rieurs a Plutarque
(Polybe, Diodore, Strabon, Denys d'Halicamasse, Saint Augustin . . .) un thfeme parallele sur la
"pieuse tromperie" (pia fraus) dont usent les politiques avisos pour imposer aux foules les
mesures qui leur sont profitables. Voir les references r^unies par E. N. Tigerstedt, The Legend
of Sparta in Classical AnliquUy, I (Stockholm 1965) p. 497, n. 910; U (Stockholm 1974) pp.
135, 414, n. 282, 416-17, n. 300, 422. n. 342. Voir d'autre part K. Doring. "Antike Theorien
ijber die staatspolilische Notwendigkeit der Golterfurcht," Antike undAbendland 24 (1978) 43-
56. L'origine ultime du theme est sans doute a chercher dans la thfiorie platonicietme du
"mensonge utUe," cf. Rep. HI, 389b. V. 459c-d.
'*Cf. Vi€de7Vicifl.s,23. Isq.
^ Cf. Vie de Demoslhene, 20. 1, et voir Plutarque el le slo'icisme, p. 520. On notera qu'ici
encore Galaxidoros (et par son truchement Plutarque) se situe dans la droite ligne de la tradition
socratique. comme le montre le rapprochement de De genio, 580F 11-12. ([to IcoKpdtov^
Sainoviov] £v Toi(; gSriXoic koI axEK(idpToi(; tm Xoyioiio) pojrpv eTtdyeiv, cf. 580D 1-
4, ev jtpdY(ia(jiv aSriXoK; Kal Jipoc; dvSpoOTivriv dovX^oyioTOK; q)p6vriaiv . . .) avec
Xfinophon, M^m. I, 1. 9, hfT\ 8e [sc. 6 ZcoKpdxriq] 5£iv, d (lev (laBovxac; noitiv eScoKav
ol 6eo{, |iav6dvEiv, d 5e \ir\ dfjAxx toti; dvepmnoiq eoxi, jteipdoSai 5id navxiKTJq
Tiapd TMv 6££iv n-ovedveaSai . . . Plutarque, du reste, n'est ni le premier ni le seul a
reprendre le theme: comparer, emre autres, Democrite, B 234E)-K; Xfinophon, Cyrop. 1, 6. 6;
Platon, Laches, 198e; Dion Chrysostome, 10. 28; Epicure, Sent. Vat., 65; Epictete, Manuel, 32.
3 (cf. A. Bonhoffer, Die Elhik des Sloikers Epiclet [Snittgart 1894] 44-46).
'* 19. 5. Le meme theme est deja dans le De supers!., 169B sq. (cf. notamment 169C 6.
dpexii<; yotp e^tic; 6 Beo^ eaxiv, oij SeiXiac; Ttpocpaait;), ce qui prouve qu'il s'agit derechef
d'un trait fondamental et d'une constante de la philosophie religieuse de Plutarque. Cf. Plutarque
et le stoicisme, p. 494 sq.
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des dieux," correspond h une tendance profonde de la pensde de Plutarque,""
dont un passage fameux de la Vie de Pericles (6. 1) offre peut-etre la
meilleure illustration. Plutarque y explique le b6n6fice principal que, selon
lui, P6ricles a tire de la frequentation d'Anaxagore: ". . . il s'dleva grace h
lui au-dessus de la superstition. Celle-ci nait de I'effroi inspire par les
phenom6nes celestes aux hommes qui n'en connaissent pas les causes, et
qui, par suite de leur ignorance, sont pris de trouble et d'affolement en
matiere de religion (Ttepl -ca Geia 8ai|iov(ooi Kal TapaTTop.Evoi(;). La
science de la nature, en bannissant cette ignorance, substitue a la
superstition timide et febrile la piete ferme que de bonnes esperances
accompagnent" (trad. Flaceliere-Chambry). Entre la religion rationnelle que
Plutarque admire ici chez Pericles et la philosophie de Socrate, telle que la
presente Galaxidoros, la ressemblance est evidcnte, de sorte que la sympathie
de I'auteur va n6cessairement a la seconde aussi bien qu'a la premiere. De
meme, on ne peut guere douter que Lamprias soit son porte-parole dans le
passage du dialogue Sur la disparition des oracles ou il explique que les
"theologiens et poetes de I'ancien temps" n'avaient en vue que les causes
divines des 6venements, en negligeant leurs causes naturelles, tandis
qu'inversement les modemes ont eu tendance a privilegier les secondes au
detriment des premieres. "Aussi la doctrine des uns et des autres est-elle
d6ficiente, puisque ceux-ci ignorent I'agent et I'auteur, ceux-la les origines et
les instruments" (436D-E). La voie moyenne que s'efforce de tracer ici
Lamprias est bien celle qu'entend suivre de son cote Galaxidoros, en recusant
a la fois ceux qui veulent "diviniser" nos actions et ceux qui "meprisent les
choses divines" (582B IQ-C 2) en confondant le signe et celui qui I'envoie
(582C 5-10). Elle correspond par ailleurs aussi bien k la th6orie exposee
dans la Vie de Coriolan sur les limites des interventions divines dans les
affaires humaines qu'a son application pratique dans la narration historique
du De genio.
Ces remarques nous amenent necessairement h conclure que, pour
I'auteur du De genio, la theorie de Galaxidoros sur le ddmon n'est pas fausse,
mais appelle des complements et des rectifications, qui seront apportes dans
la deuxieme phase de la discussion philosophique, en particulier par
Simmias, auquel Galaxidoros passe en quelque sorte ostensiblement le relais
en 582C 11-12. La fonction de son intervention apparait des lors de
preparer le terrain a ceux qui prendront la parole apres lui, en posant des
principes et en affirmant des positions qui ne seront pas remises en question,
et en ecartant, corrdlativement, les explications erronees et opposees, tant de
ceux qui multiplient indument les interventions du demon et y voient
abusivement des messages directs de la divinitd, que de ceux qui en nient la
realite et dessaisissent le d6mon au profit de signes purement materiels.
Voir Plutarque et le sloicisme, pp. 510-14.
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Tandis que pour Galaxidoros le d6mon est un ph^nomfene qui ressortit k
la divination ordinaire, et auquel il ne convient pas de preter "un pouvoir
particulier et exceptionnel" (i5iav Kai Ttepv-tTTiv 6v)vamv, 580F 9), pour
Simmias, au contraire, il s'agit d'un avertissement special dont b6n6ficient
certains hommes "exceptionnels" (evoTniawETai -coii; Geioiq Kal mpiiiolc,
dcvSpdoi . . ., 589C 10-11). Cependant, malgr6 I'importance de cette
divergence, et bien que Simmias, dans la conclusion de son expos6, semble
faire cause commune avec Phidolaos plutot qu'avec Galaxidoros (cf. 589F 3,
'H|iiv p.Ev, a ^tibohxE, repondant k 581E 10, Ti ow, 6 OeiSoXaoi; emev,
m Ii|j.|i{a;), on d6couvre de nombreuses convergences entre ses propos et
ceux de son preddcesseur.
Les premiers mots que Caphisias rapporte de I'intervention de
Simmias—tout de suite apres avoir signale qu'il n'avait pas entendu sa
r6ponse a Galaxidoros*"—sont pour signaler que Simmias n'avait pas re^u de
rdponse directe de Socrate, quand il I'avait interrog6 sur son d6mon. En
revanche, ajoute-t-il aussitot, "il avait souvent entendu Socrate exprimer
I'avis que les gens qui pr6tendent avoir des visions grace auxquelles ils
avaient communique avec un etre divin etaient des imposteurs" (noXXaKic,
6' avxcb TiapayEVEoOai zovq [ikv 5i' oveox; evtuxeiv Geico tivl
Xeyoviac, aXaC,6\aq i\yQx>\ih(a, 588C 5-6). Cette entree en matiere,
dont tous les details sont significatifs, est destin6e a indiquer au lecteur,
nous I'avons vu, que I'expose de Simmias n'annule pas celui de Galaxidoros,
mais le corrige et le complete. En second lieu, en precisant d'entr6e de jeu
qu'il n'a pu obtenir de reponse de Socrate sur la nature du d6mon, Simmias
donne a entendre que sa propre explication ne pretend pas h la \6nt£ absolue,
mais, comme celles de ses partenaires, n'est rien d'autre qu'une hypothese
raisonnable appuyee sur les faits connus de tous.*' Correlativement et enfin,
en ecartant d'emblee la possibilite d'une communication directe de la divinit6
au moyen de visions, Simmias fait echo k la protestation initiale de
Galaxidoros contre ceux qui "divinisent leurs actions en dissimulant les
fantaisies qui leur viennent a I'esprit derriere I'dcran de songes, d'apparitions
((pdofiaxa) et d'autres inventions pretentieuses du meme genre" (579F 12-
14).»2
Cet accord de depart entre Galaxidoros et Simmias prend un relief accru
si Ton s'avise que la meme position est encore affirm6e a deux reprises dans
^° 588C 1-3, voir ci-dessus. p. 397.
*' Comparer la conclusion du discours, en 589F 3-5, 'Hp.iv ]i.h.v . . . Kal C,S>vxoc,
X«oKpdto\)i; Kal xeGvtiKoxoq oljxax; Evvoetv Ttepl zov 6ainov£ou napioxaTai . . ., et cf.
588C 9, faapicrcaTo l. Cf. toutefois 588C 6-8 (suite de la phrase cit^e dans le texte ci-dessus),
xoi(; 5' ciKovoai xivo^ qxovfic; tpaoKouai Tupooexovxi xov vovv Kal 6ian«v6avonevcp
(texa CTTto'uSfii;. La phrase, tout en marquant I'accord de Simmias avec Th6anor (cf. 585F 8, et
voir le texte ci-dessus), monire que sa theorie, sans etre plus qu'une hypothese, b^n6ficie tout de
meme, jusqu'a un certain point, de I'appui de Socrate lui-meme.
*^ Cf. ^galement 580B 1, . . . Ttpoi; navxEujiaxa xpenexai Kal oveipdxcov ovek; . . .
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le dialogue, en dehors meme du contexte du ddbat philosophique sur la
nature du ddmon. En 585F, Thdanor rapporte en effet que la nuit ou il est
reste pr6s du tombeau de Lysis pour recevoir 6ventuellement les instructions
du d6funt (cf. 579F 6), il n'eut "pas de vision," mais cnit "entendre une
voix" (ei8ov |i£v ovSev, otKouaav 6e (pcovfjc; e8o^a). Parall61ement, dans
le mythe de Timarque, le narrateur raconte qu'au d6but de son s6jour dans
I'Au-dela, "quelqu'un qu'il ne voyait pas s'adressa h lui" (eiTteiv xwa npbq
aiixov ovx 6pcb|ievov . 591A 3^). Plus tard, quand la voix de son guide
cesse de se faire entendre, Timarque tente de se retoumer pour voir celui qui
lui parlait En vain: a ce moment pr6cis, il revolt de nouveau un violent
choc sur la tete et perd connaissance (592E). II est clair que dans le De
genio personne, pas plus le personnage mythique de Timarque que les
Pythagoriciens Simmias et Theanor ou le rationaliste Galaxiddros, ne croit h.
la possibilit6 de I'apparition d'etres divins, et il n'est pas moins clair que
I'auteur du dialogue partage enti6rement ce scepticisme,*' montrant ainsi que
sa piet6 s'apparentait plutot a celle de I'helldnisme classique*'* qu'k la
religiosite plus cr6dule de sa propre 6poque.**
La meme tendance domine en r6alitd tout I'exposd de Simmias, qui
apparait ainsi comme une tentative systdmatique de rationalisation d'un
ph6nomene religieux present^ comme exceptionnel, et oii Ton per9oit, ^ tout
moment, un effort presque pathetique pour concilier croyance religieuse et
explication rationnelle. On le constate d6s que Simmias, apres avoir 6cart6
toute id6e d'apparition du demon, en vient ^ formuler sa propre explication:
"C'est pourquoi il nous vint a I'esprit, en reflechissant dans nos reunions
entre nous, de nous demander si peut-etre le signe ddmonique de Socrate
n'etait pas, plutot qu'une vision, la perception de quelque voix ou
I'apprehension d'une parole entrant en contact avec lui de quelque
extraordinaire fa?on (ov)k 6v|/i<; dA-Xa (pcovfiq tivoi; aio0rioi<;
-ii Xoyou votiok;
. . .
ouvdmovtoq dxoTcq) -civl xpoitq) jtpoq auxov), tout comme, dans le
sommeil (cooitep Kal Ka9' vitvov), il n'y a pas de voix, mais des
*' On en trouvera la confinnation, notamment, dans le prologue de la Vie de Dion (2. 3 sq.),
ou Plutarque a bien de la peine a admettre qu'un demon malfaisant ail pu appara'^tlre a Bnitus, et
se montre sensible a I'argument de ceux qui soutiennent que "jamais un homme sens6 n'a eu la
vision d'un demon ou d'un spectre" (uTiScvl av vovv exovxi npooJteaeiv qxivTaona
Sainovoi; hti6' ei5coXov). Finalement, c'est la quality exceptionneUe des temoins, avSpe?
euPpiBeii; kuI piXooopoi Kal npo^ oil6ev dKpo(jq>aXeii; ov)8' ridXajroi jtaGoi;, qui le fait
pencher, non sans hesitation, a prendre en consideration une aussi Strange tradition: oijk oi8a
(if) xmv Tictvu jiaXaimv xov axoncoraTov dvaYKaa9(b)iev npooSexeoGai ^oyov ... par
rapport aux trxtes cites du De genio, ce passage du prologue de Dion releve pour ainsi dire
I'exception qui confimie la regie.
*• Comparer par exemple Euripide, Hipp., 86 (Hippolyte i Artdmis), kKviov (iev av)8T|v,
onna 8' oiix op<ov x6 oov; Sophocle, Ajax, 15-16 (Ulysse a Ath6na), mv aitonzoc, fi?
onoji;, / (pcbvrin' oKoiico Kal o«vapjtd^co qipevi, et d6ja Hymne horn, a Demiter, HI,
XaX.E7iol Se 6eoI 6vrixoi<jiv opaoSai.
'* Ainsi pour Apulee, De deo Socralis, 20, le signe divin de Socrate n'est pas seulement une
voix, mais une appartition, ipsius daemonis species.
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impressions et des apprehensions de paroles que Ton re9oit, et qui font croire
que Ton entend des gens parler" (588C 9-D 4).
Ce qui importe, dans un tel texte, n'est 6videmment pas la pertinence,
ni meme la rationality objective de I'explication proposde, mais I'dtat d'esprit
qu'elle revele chez celui qui I'avance. Or, il est clair que Simmias cherche
essentiellement a rendre acceptable rationnellement, autant que faire se peut,
le phenomene qu'il s'agit d'accrediter. A cette fin, il 6carte non seulement
I'idee d'une apparition du demon, mais meme, dans un second temps, I'idee
qu'il y avait d'abord substitute, a savoir celle de I'audition d'une voix:
(pcovTi(; Tivoq al'a0Tioi(; est ainsi immddiatement corrige en Xoyov votioii;
ovvocTiTovToq azonto xivi -cponro. Apr6s quoi, pour tenter d'att6nuer
I'etrangete du phenomene invoque, il recourt a une analogic empruntee h
I'experience, en evoquant les voix que Ton croit entendre en reve, bien qu'il
n'y ait ni son ni perception veritable.
Ce passage du discours de Simmias a un parallele remarquable (qui n'a
pas echappe a la sagacite de Robert Flaceliere)*^ dans la fameuse digression
de la Vie de Coriolan au sujet des paroles qu'aurait prononcees la statue de la
Fortune Feminine lors de sa consecration a Rome, apres le retrait des
Volsques (37. 5). Plutarque y expose d'abord longuement les raisons
d'accueillir avec scepticisme ce que Ton rapporte au sujet de prodiges de cette
espece (38. 1-3). Mais il poursuit alors sa reflexion en ces termes:
"Pourtant, lorsque I'histoire veut forcer notre assentiment en citant de
nombreux temoins dignes de foi,*^ c'est qu'un ph6nomene different de la
perception s'est produit dans la partie imaginative de notre ame (dvo^ioiov
aioGrioei TtdGoi; eyyiyvoiievov xw (pavTaoTiKW Tfi<; vi/-uxfi(;), et nous
entraine a croire vraie une apparence, de meme que dans le sommeil (cooTtep
£v_u7tyois) nous croyons entendre, alors que nous n'entendons pas, et voir
alors que nous ne voyons pas" (38. 4).*^
L'interet particulier de ce chapitre de la Vie de Coriolan, pour le
probleme qui nous occupe, c'est que le rapport existant entre ses deux parties
(38. 1-3 et 38. 4) est semblable a celui que nous avons cm deceler, dans le
De genio, entre I'intervention de Galaxidoros et celle de Simmias: le
scepticisme que Plutarque commence par exprimer au sujet du prodige de la
statue parlante correspond a celui de Galaxidoros au sujet des apparitions ou
des messages directs du demon, tandis que I'argument par lequel il tente
ensuite de justifier rationnellement le prodige est la replique de celui dont
use Simmias pour rendre plausibles les manifestations du demon. Le
^ Plutarque. Vies, ID. C.U.F. (Paris 1964) p. 253 (note de la p. 216. a 38. 4).
*'
"Oito-o 6' fina; fi loTopia noXA-oic; artoPid^eToi Kal 7ii0avoi<; jidpruoiv ... La
phrase fait exactement pendant, dans ce contexte, a Ei 5e Aiuv Kai BpouToi;, avSpe?
EuPpiGeiq Kal (piXotjocpoi Kal Ttpoi; o-u5ev dKpO(jq)aXEi(; oiiS' evdXtuToi 7td6o<;, ovxax;
uno <pdo|iaT05 5iETe6r|oav . . . ov)k oi8a jiti xtov iidv\) jtaXaicbv xov dxonartaTov
dvaYKao6oi(iev npoo5EX£o6ai Xoyov .... dans le contexte du prologue de la Vie de Dion
(2. 5. cf. ci-dessus. n. 83). Voir Plutarque el le stoicisme, p. 512, n. 6.
*' Traduction Flacelifere-Chambiy Mgerement modifife.
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rapprochement nous apporte done la preuve que, dans le d6bat philosophique
de notre dialogue, la position personnelle de I'auteur ne s'exprime pas
uniquement dans I'expose de Simmias, mais aussi et conjointement dans la
contribution de Galaxidoros.
La suite du discours de Simmias confirme que sa preoccupation
essentielle est bien de fournir un support rationnel k sa conception du
d6mon, considere comme un avertissement divin parvenant ^ quelques
hommes superieurs. D'ou la reference h I'^tat du corps, qui est un obstacle,
chez les hommes ordinaires, a I'apprehension de ces messages demoniques
(588D). Ainsi s'expUque egalement qu'il recoure de nouveau a I'analogie de
I'experience pour tenter d'accrediter I'idee que la "pensee sans voix" d'etres
divins puisse atteindre, par un contact insensible, et conduire une ame d'elite
"simplement en I'effleurant," comme un petit gouvemail suffit a faire virer
un gros bateau, ou comme la main du potier, "par simple attouchement,"
imprime une rotation r6guli6re au tour (588E-F). Plus loin, la faculte qu'a
I'ame de mouvoir le corps est invoquee pour faire comprendre qu' "un esprit
puisse etre guide par un esprit superieur, et une ame par une ame plus divine
. .
." (589A-B). Apres quoi, Simmias revient a son id6e d'un langage
purement spirituel, qui serait transmis sans le truchement de la parole, et
I'appuie sur I'analogie de la transmission dans I'air du langage ordinaire
(589C), puis sur une experience physique (certains sons ne sont captes que
par certains objets rdcepteurs: de meme, les messages demoniques ne sont
per9us que par une minorite privilegide, 589D).
Deux phrases du discours confirment p6rcmptoirement que tout I'effort
de Simmias vise bien h desarmer les sceptiques: en 589C 6, il estime que
"le ph^nomene du langage permet d'une certaine fa9on de convaincre les
incredules" {xovq aKiaxovvtaq); tandis qu'en 589D 9, il s'etonne que le
vulgaire admette les inspirations divines pendant le sommeil, tout en
jugeant "etonnant et incroyable" (9a\)p.aox6v Kal ccjiiotov) que le meme
ph6nomene puisse se manifester a I'etat de veille. Par ik, Simmias se
r^vele, en definitive, plus proche de Galaxidoros, pour qui la "raison" et la
"d6monstration" sont la marque distinctive de la philosophic (580A 9-10),
que des Pythagoriciens critiqu6s par ce dernier, et parmi lesquels ou le range
lui-meme habituellement en meme temps que Theanor. Ce qui permet de
comprendre, pour finir, la ressemblance que Ton per^oit entre les modes de
raisonnement dont usent les deux personnages pour ctayer leurs theses: tout
comme Galaxidoros se referait aux symptomes m6dicaux et aux ph6nomenes
naturels pour montrer que des fails insignifiants peuvent annoncer de grands
evenements (581F-82A), Simmias recourt aux exemples du gouvemail et de
la roue du potier pour faire admettre qu'une force immaterielle puisse agir sur
I'esprit par un contact insensible.
L'expose de Theanor s'ouvre par une phrase qui fait delib6rement echo
aux propos de Simmias en 589C 6 et D 9: ". . . je serais bien surpris qu'on
refusal de croire ce que Simmias nous dit (Gau^d^co 6' ei xoi^ i)Jt6 Evunioo
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Xeyoiievoi^ . . . 5uo7iioTnoo\)oi xiveq). .
.; pourquoi refuserait-on de croire
(oTuoiovvre^ qu'il existe des hommes divins et aim6s des dieux . . ."
(593A 6 sq.)- De fait, toute la premiere partie de son discours vise
essentiellement a convaincre les sceptiques, comme avait voulu le faire
Simmias, qu'il n'y a rien d'absurde ni de d6raisonnable dans la notion d'un
demon intervenant directement en faveur d'un homme. Corr^lativement, son
but n'est pas de rejeter enti^rement les iddes d6fendues par Galaxidoros,
mais—toujours en accord avec I'intervention de Simmias^-de leur apporter
un compldment et un correctif importants. Thdanor montre en effet que si
dans la plupart des cas les choses se passent effectivement comme I'avait dit
Galaxidoros, il existe cependant une minorit6 d'hommes privilegi6s qui
beneficient d'avertissemetns directs de la part de la Divinite.*'
On peut meme penser'" que le passage du discours dans lequel Th6anor
developpe sa distinction des deux especes de divination (593C sq.) est
destine, dans I'esprit de I'auteur, & integrer en quelque sorte la theorie de
Galaxidoros a celle de ses partenaires:" si cette theorie est en effet
applicable a la grande majorit6 des cas, il apparait maintenant qu'elle ne
suffit pas a rendre compte de quelques exemples, qui ressortissent a la
divination naturelle inspirde, d'interventions directes de la Divinit6, dont la
deuxieme partie du discours s'efforce de prouver la rdalite.
La continuite qui apparait ainsi entre I'intervention de Theanor et celles
de ses partenaires du debat demonologique est d'autre part confirmee par
I'utilisation du meme type d'argumentation. Comme Simmias et
Galaxidoros, en effet, Th6anor recourt avec pr6dilection h I'analogie et &
I'experience pour attenuer ce qui pourrait paraitre choquant dans sa these du
point de vue rationnel. Ainsi faut-il comprendre, notamment, la longue
comparaison, au d6but de son discours, entre I'attitude des dieux h I'egard de
leurs favoris et celle des hommes envers les animaux qu'ils s61ectionnent
pour un dressage special (593A-B, KaGdnep ouv dvnp . . . otSxco Kal o'l
vnip r[p.aq). Theanor s'efforce ainsi de justifier, en invoquant I'experience
humaine, une idee que Plutarque prend aiUeurs a son compte en la qualifiant
de "hautement philosophique."'^ De meme, dans la deuxieme partie du
discours, la multiplication des comparaisons qui s'accumulent les unes sur
les autres ne releve pas principalement d'un motif littdraire: en recourant
successivement aux exemples du traitement special que les rois et les chefs
" 593B 4-6, oi -unep tinai; xov? PeA.tioto«(; . . . (6ia(; tivo; Kal TiEpiTtfii;
7tai8aYo>Yiai; d^iouoiv, repond express6menl a iSiav Kal TiEpiTCTiv &uvaniv en 580F 9.
Comparer d'autre part 589D 5-6, ou Simmias anticipe, en opposant lepovc; Kal 5ainov(ovi;
dv6p(iOT0V)<; d ol 8e jtoXXoi, la these que dfiveloppera plus loin Theanor.
'* Ainsi Riley (ci-dessus, n. 23), p. 266.
" Theanor reprend en 593B I'argument de Galaxidoros en 582C, mais en I'appliquant
exclusivement a I'felite des Geioi ou SeocpiXei; avGpomoi.
'^ Cf. Vie d'Alexandre, 27. 11: en 5e (laXXov avtbc, [sc. "AA-E^avepoc;] rtepl xowxcov
(piXoaocpioTEpov 6o4d^Eiv Kal Xeyeiv ox; Ttdvtcov (lEv ovxa koivov dvGpamcov naxEpa
Tov 6e6v, 1610U5 6e Jtoioiijievov eawtow towi; dpioxov^.
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militaires rdservent h leurs intimes, de I'aide apport6e par les anciens athl6tes
h ceux qui ont pris leur relive, et du secours que Ton accorde seulement aux
naufrag6s pres de toucher terre (593C-F), Theanor a surtout clierch6 h faire
admettre que ni I'idde d'une communication privil6gi6e de la Divinity avec
certains hommes, ni la vieille croyance en un demon personnel intervenant
en faveur de ses prot6g6s ne sont intrins^uement absurdes.
Finalement, on constatera h quel point Th6anor, h I'instar de Simmias,
est attentif k faire sa place au rationalisme de Galaxidoros, en restreignant
autant que possible le champ d'application de cette divination inspiree, dont
il entend pourtant prouver la possibility. De 1^ son insistance k souligner
que seule une minority d'61us est en mesure d'en b6n6ficier.'^
Corr61ativement, il prend bien soin de rappeler dans sa conclusion (593F 9
sq.) qu'il ne s'agit pas d'un privilege consenti par la Divinity h quelques
favoris, mais de la sanction morale d'une vie qui a atteint son plus haut
degr6 d'eldvation, et s'est approch6e d'elle-meme du monde divin par la
pratique de la vertu. Ses demiers mots apportent ainsi une ultime rdponse k
I'exigence de Galaxidoros, qui voulait que les messages du d6mon ne fussent
pas dispens6s indiff6remment aux plus m^diocres et aux meilleurs.'"
On pent done conclure qu'aux yeux de Plutarque il n'y a pas
contradiction entre les deux images de Socrate pr6sent6es successivement
dans les deux parties de la discussion philosophique du De genio sur le
d6mon. L'interpr6tation rationaliste de Galaxidoros n'est pas reni6e par ses
partenaires, mais prolongde et amend6e pour tenir compte du cas
exceptionnel de Socrate et de quelques autres hommes "divins" ou "aim6s des
dieux." Correlativement, la partie narrative du dialogue confirme pleinement
les resultats de la discussion philosophique, en montrant que la liberation de
Thebes a 6t6 pour I'essentiel I'oeuvre des hommes engagds dans Taction,
puisque, comme I'explique Th6anor, les dieux n'interviennent
qu'exceptionnellement pour favoriser les entreprises de certains hommes.
Ainsi, dans tout le dialogue, comme dans le reste de son oeuvre,'^ Plutarque
s'est efforce de faire sa part k I'explication rationnelle des choses sans
sacrifier pour autant les "causes divines,"'^ c'est-^-dire, en definitive, de
'^ Voir ci-dessus, pp. 391-92.
'^Cf. 580B2-3, et voir ci-dessus, pp. 394 et 401.
'^ Voir Plutarque et le stoicisme, p. 516 sq., et cf. Brenk (ci-dessus, n. 71), p. 235.
'* Cf. De defeclu orac, 436D-E (ci-dessus, pp. 401-02).
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concilier sa foi de pretre d'Apollon avec ses exigences de philosophe.''
Universite Lyon II
^ Cf. R. Flaceliere, "Plutarque dans ses Oeuvres Morales" dans Plutarque, Oeuvres Morales,
I, 1, C.U.F., Introduction genirale (Paris 1987) pp. CLI-CLII: ". . . Plutarque n'a jamais vari6
sur le fond. Les deux constantes de sa pensee, depuis sa jeunesse jusqu'a sa mort, a savoir un
double attachement, une double fidelite a la ndtpioi; TtiaTic;, d'une part, et de I'autre a la
philosophie, . . . ont loujours €\i les memes. Jamais sa conception de la vie et du monde ne
s'ecarta sensiblement de ces deux poles." Sur la religion de Plutarque, voir en dernier lieu F. E.
Brenk, "An Imperial Heritage: The Religious Spirit of Plutarch of Chaironeia," Aufslieg und
Niedergang der romischen Welt, H, 36. 1
,
(Beriin-New York 1987) 248-349 (avec une abondanle
bibliographie). Voir egalement, dans le meme volume, Chr. Froidefond, "Plutarque et le
platonisme," pp. 184-233 (notamment pp. 228-29).
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Una nuova interpretazione del De genio Socratis
ADELMO BARIGAZZI
Sul De genio Socratis e stato scritto molto, per lo piu sui temi religiosi e
teologici che conliene, ma sul problema primario, lo scopo e I'unita
dell'opera, la critica b rimasta disorientata, non avendo ancora saputo indicare
una linea d'interpretazione soddisfacente. In realta suscita subito una grande
meraviglia il fatto che il titolo fa pensare a una discussione filosofica e poi
ci si trova di fronte alia narrazione, molto drammatica, di una gloriosa
impresa della storia tebana, capace di suscitare forti emozioni e sentimenti
patriottici. Ci sono personaggi storici di grande rilievo e altri minori,
ardenti di amore per la libert^; c't gioia per la vittoria conquistata sui tiranni
e i nemici, uccisi o in ritirata. La discussione filosofica ha un'estensione
abbastanza ampia, inferiore pero alia narrazione, ed occupa la parte centrale.
II problema dominante sta appunto nel trovare un rapporto fra le due parti,
quella demonologica, un argomento che a Plutarco stava molto a cuore, e
quella storica, un'impresa che nobilitava la terra dell'autore e lo riempiva di
orgoglio.
Si sono analizzati e confrontati i dati relativi al medesimo fatto, la
liberazione di Tebe dal giogo spartano neH'invemo del 379 a.C, fomiti da
Plutarco nella Vita di Pelopida (cc. 6-13) e da altre fonti: Senofonte {Hell.
V 4. 1-13), Callistene di Olinto, Diodoro Siculo (15. 25-27), Cornelio
Nepote {Vita Pelopidae 1-4; Vita Epaminondae 10). Si sono notate
uguaglianze e differenze nei particolari,^ cercate le fonti di Plutarco, si e
tentato di separare cio che e reahnente accaduto da ci6 che h un prodotto della
fantasia. Sull'altro versante si e illustrata la dottrina demonologica, il
daimon socratico e i segni della divinazione e il daimon personale e gli
aspetti miracolosi e mistici collegati con quella materia, su cui discutono, in
casa di Simmia, lo scolaro di Socrate, i congiurati rimasti a Tebe, e
naturalmente anche qui si sono indagate le fonti. Ma tutti questo elude il
problema di fondo: il titolo, si afferma, non conviene e non se ne sa
indicare un altro piii apnropriato, perchfe si riconoscono nel dialogo tre o
' Si veda specialmente E. von Stem, Gesch. der spart. und theban. Hegemonie vom
Konigsfrieden bis zum Schlachl bet Manilinea, (Diss. Dorpat 1884) e Xenophons Hellenika und
die boothische Geschichlsiiberlieferung (Dorpat 1887).
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quattro argomenti, che procederebbero in ordine sparse. Non trovando una
spiegazione, i critici hanno attenuate o annullato il valore di una delle due
parti: qualcuno ha privilegiato la parte storica e ha definito il resto "une
assez longue digression," che non mantiene le sue promesse, come del resto
le due dissertazioni 8 e 9 Hobein (14 e 15 Diibner) di Massimo Tirio
ugualmente sul tema demonologico.^ Altri hanno privilegiato la parte
filosofica dopo I'asserzione di R. HirzeP che Plutarco vorrebbe confutare
I'antica ingiuria di iiiooXoyia contro i Tebani, un'accusa ricordata nel c. 1
del dialogo. In particolare per W. Christ^ la parte storica farebbe solo da
cornice e il resto rivelerebbe, attraverso il discorso demonologico, la potenza
della divinity nel determinare il destino degli uomini, configurato da una
parte nel successo dei congiurati, dall'altra nella sconfitta e punizione degli
Spartani. Ma lo stesso Chirst giudica non felice la combinazione delle due
parti, la storica e la filosofica, e, per dar rilievo al difetto, ricorda come nel
Fedone platonico, un dialogo che Plutarco avrebbe tenuto presente nel
comporre il suo, la discussione suirimmortalit^ dell'anima h strettamente
connessa con le ultime ore di Socrate.
In realta, perche e stato scelto il tema demonologico, quando a illustrare
I'eroica impresa del 379 sarebbe stato piu adatto nella discussione un
argomento come I'amor di palria? L'obiezione e valida anche contro la tesi,
sostenata speciamente da C. Kahle,^ di una difesa dei Tebani dall'accusa di
H-ioo^oyia, ed e chiaro che non basta osservare che il daimonion socratico
era un tema di attualita al tempo di Plutarco, come mostrano gli scritti di
Apuleio e di Massimo Tirio. Non e piu di una semplice dichiarazione quel
che dice A. Corlu,^ che il titolo indicherebbe I'argomento di maggiore
importanza, che il proemio giustificherebbe il quadro storico e la narrazione
sarebbe solo un mezzo per ottenere un effetto estetico e alleviare lo spirito
dei lettori con Taltemarsi dei discorsi filosofici e delle fasi del racconto.
Ma perch6 la parte narrativa e cosi ampia, molto piii dell'altra? Proprio
il proemio, che preannuncia discorsi e fatti intrecciati, costringe a riflettere e
a cercare una connessione fra le due parti; altrimenti si rinunzia a intendere e
non c'h da meravigliarsi che si sia giunti ad una conclusione come quella di
Th. Eisele,^il quale, discutendo dell'opinione del Christ, dichiaro senza
mezzi termini che la dissonanza fra azione e discussione, fra realta e
misticismo h stata voluta dall'autore stesso per ottenere, con originality, uno
scopo estetico.
Bastano i brevi cenni che abbiamo dato per mostrare quanto grande sia il
disorientamento della critica; la quale in ogni tempo sullo scritto di Plutarco
^ B. Latzarus, Us idies religieuses de Plularque (Paris 1920) 1 12.
^Der Dialog (Leipzig 1895) vol. H. 167.
•"Plutarchs Dialog von Daimonion des Sokrates," SiU.-ber. der philos.-philol. undder hist.
Classe der Akad. der Wiss. zu Miinchen (1901) 69-1 10.
^ De Plutarchi ralione dialogorum componendorm, (Diss. Gottingen 1912) 91-93.
* Plutarque, Le demon de Socrate (Paris 1970) 89.
' "Zur Damonologie Plutarchs von Charonea." Arch.f. Gesch. d. Philos. 17 (1904) 30.
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ha espresso giudizi negativi. L'ammirazione di Montaigne per il De genio
Socratis^ riguarda la profonditk e variety dei pensieri, non la stnittura; ma i
Croiset' hanno sentenziato: "une composition franchement mauvaise." E
perche la cosa risaltasse di piu si h fatto il confronto con L'Erodcos, che h
ugualmente un dialogo drammatico, in cui le fasi di un racconto e i discorsi
filosofici sull'amore s'intrecciano con una convenienza e una misura tali che
perfino R. Flacelifere'" si h sentito costretto a riconoscere che I'uso del
racconto nel De genio Socratis 6 "excessif et disproportionn6." Anche K.
Ziegler, che ha tradotto coi quattro dialoghi pitici il De genio Socratis^^ ed e
I'autore del repertorio Plutarchos nella Real-Encyclopadie XVI 1 (1951),
non ha trovato di meglio che riprendere, a danno di Plutarco, il confronto
con il Fedone e giudicare esteriore il legame fra I'azione e la discussione
demonologica, realizzato artificiosamente con I'introduzione del pitagorico
Teanore, che sarebbe "un personaggio certamente inventato," e del mito di
Timarco, e riaffermare la vecchia tesi che I'autore voleva sfatare il
pregiudizio sui Beoti come 1x106^,0701 e fors'anche "mettere in luce il suo
diretto legame con Atene e I'Accademia.'''^
Qualche tentativo di risolvere il problema dell'unitk e stato fatto
recentemente. D. A. Stoike'^ vede una corrispondenza fra la liberta che i
congiurati cercano di ottenere per Tebe e la liberta che h cercata dalle anime
nel regno dei demoni: la lotta per la liberta vista come interazione fra eventi
umani ed eventi cosmologici sarebbe I'idea centrale dell'opera. In questo
modo I'impresa tebana sarebbe in funzione del pensiero filosofico. Ma in
tutto lo scritto non s'incontra mai un accenno a quella connessione di idee e,
a parte la lunghezza della narrazione in cui non poche cose
sovrabbonderebbero, la figura preminente di Epaminonda, col suo deciso
rifiuto di partecipare alia strage, non rientrerebbe bene nell'atmosfera di viva
aspirazione alia libert^; infatti, se fosse stata seguita la sua condotta, la
liberazione di Tebe non sarebbe avvenuta cosi rapidamente e
brillantemente.''*
' Essaism 9, 6i. par. A. Thibaudet (Paris 1950) 1 1 15.
' Hist de la Litlir. grecque, L V (Paris 1920) 495.
^"Dialogue sur Vamour (Paris 1952) 31.
" Plutarch iiber Gott und Vorsehung, Ddmonen and Weissagung. Religionsphilosophische
Schriften (Zurich 1952).
^^ Plutarco, trad. ital. (Brescia 1965) 245.
''De genio Socratis, Moralia 575A-598F, in H. D. Belz, Plutarch's Theological Writings and
Early Christian Literature (Leiden 1975) 236-85.
' L'interpretazione deUo Stoike fe staia giudicata favorevolmente da P. Desideri, "H De genio
Socratis di Plutarco. Un esempio di storiografia tragica," Athenaeum (1984) 569-85: sullo
sfondo cosmologico la storia acquisterebbe un aspetto tragico come lotta tra virtil e tyche e
sarebbe "un romanzo scritto dalla fortuna." Certamente per Plutarco negli eventi la fortuna ha
molta importanza, ma egli non vuole narrare il trionfo della tyche sulla vinii, la quale e fratto
della phronesis, e questa non dipende mai dalla tyche (cf. Defortuna, An virtus doceripossit ecc).
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Anche le tesi di M. Riley e di D. Babut'^ non convincono, sebbene i
due articoli, come quelle dello Stoike, siano ricchi di osservazioni particolari
degne di attenzione. II primo, rifacendosi all'osservazione di G. Meautis'^
che il "trattato unisce il JipaK-iiKoq pCoq, nel racconto della liberazione di
Tebe, col Qecopri-ciKoc; pioq, nelle considerazioni sul genio di Socrate," ha
tentato di mostrare che I'intento di Plutarco era di illustrare I'ideale
dell'unione tra il pensiero e I'azione, tra la filosofia e I'impegno politico,
spiegando come il logos open quando gl'individui in una data situazione
fanno delle scelte e come queste possano essere guidate da potenze superiori
come i demoni. Epaminonda sarebbe la figura che getta un ponte tra il
filosofo e il cittadino, il simbolo della felice unione tra filosofia e politica.
Ma nel dialogo non c'e il minimo accenno alia nota attivita futura, politica e
militare, di Epaminonda; quel che e detto alia fine sull'intervento del
personaggio (34. 598 CD) non e sufficiente a farlo considerare un uomo di
azione, perche, nel confronto con Carone, con Pelopida e gli altri congiurati,
egli appare "inerte e senza coraggio" (d^pX\)(; Kal anpaQxnioq), come lo
giudica I'indovino Teocrito (3. 576E), e in nessuna parte c'e un richiamo
all'ideale dell'unione di pensiero e azione o a qualche personaggio che la
possa rappresentare.
Alia conclusione opposta e arrivato il Babut: notando che nel dialogo
ci sono due categorie di persone dal comportamento contrastante, quelli
passionali come Carone e quelli capaci di dominare le passioni come
Epaminonda, che assomiglia a Socrate, il quale fu allontanato dalla politica
dal suo daimon, il critico conclude che I'intento di Plutarco e di mostrare
I'inconciliabilita della condotta dell'uomo d'azione e di quella dell'uomo di
pensiero. A comprova viene addotta la Vita di Pericle (c. 16), dove, a
proposito di Anassagora che per amore della fdosofia lascio andare in rovina
il suo patrimonio, si nota che c'e una grande "differenza tra la vita del
filosofo contemplative e quella dell'uomo politico," perche I'uno si applica
alle cose nobili e belle senza sentire il bisogno di ci6 che fe materiale, I'altro
si trova a contatto con i bisogni degli uomini e sperimenta che a volte la
ricchezza e un bene necessario. Ma in quel passo, si puo osservare, si fa una
constatazione: non si afferma nessuna inconciliabilit^, che del resto non e
conforme al pensiero di Plutarco. La differenza fra le due condotte di vita e
basata sulla differenza fra virtii noetica e virtu etica, ma cio non esclude il
filosofo dalla vita politica come partecipazione e incremento al bene
comune. Quel che il Babut osserva (p. 73 s.), a sostegno della sua tesi,
sulla distinzione appunto fra virtu noetica e virtii etica nel De virtute morali
'5 M. Riley. "The Purpose and Unity of Plutarch's De genio Socratis," Gr. Rom. Byz. St. 18
(1977) 257-83; D. Babut, "Le dialogue de Plutarque Sur le dfimon de Socrate. Essai
d'interpr6tation," Bull. Assoc. G. Budi (1984) 51-76. L'articolo di K. Coring, "Plutarch und das
Daimonion des Sokrates," Mnem. 37 (1984) 376-92, riguarda il tema sui ddmoni e specialmente
i cc. 20-24,
'*
"I^ mythe de Timarque," Rev. d. El. Anc. 52 (1950) 201.
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appartiene alia teoria, non si traduce in una inconciliabilit^ pratica: la
phronesis, o saggezza pratica, attinge alia sophia, o sapienza teoretica;
questa e del tutto immateriale e senza mescolanze (440D), I'altra invece si
manifesta nell'azione, tra le passioni degli uomini e le vicende della fortuna,
da cui puo uscire vittoriosa perche non h. soggetta alia fortuna e in luogo
dell'instabilita e della confusione puo instaurare I'ordine e la tranquillita.
L'irrazionale puo essere superato dal razionale, e questo anche nel campo
politico, come si ricava chiaramente dagli scritti politici di Plutarco. Egli
non si stanca mai di esaltare la potenza del logos, che non b scritto su tavole
come le leggi positive, ma convive e coabita sempre in noi e non ci
abbandona mai lasciandoci senza guida; per questo egli ama soffermarsi su
coppie di personaggi come Platone e Dione, Panezio e Scipione I'Emiliano,
a riprova dell'importanza e necessita dell'unione deU'azione e del pensiero.'''
II govemante ben educato e assennato sente sempre dentro di s6 la voce della
ragione, come il re dei Persiani era avvertito ogni mattina, quando si alzava,
da uno dei ciambellani: "Alzati, o re, e rifletti sulle cose sulle quali il
grande Oromasde vuole che tu rifletta."'* Di qui nasce la necessita
dell'educazione filosofica perche I'uomo politico senta vivo il dovere di
servire la comunita per il bene pubblico anche nella vecchiaia, un argomento
a cui e dedicate lo scritto An seni res publica sit gerenda: I'attivita politica
non consiste, come credono i piu, nell'avere incarichi ufficiali, parlare alia
tribuna e gridare nelle assemblee, come fare il filosofo non significa
insegnare da una cattedra e scrivere libri, ma trasferire nelle azioni quotidiane
i principi morali, come faceva Socrate; e il politico vecchio puo ancora
istruire, incoraggiare quelli che nutrono retti pensieri, dissuadere quelli che
fanno del male."
La figura di Socrate che viene fuori da questo trattato e da altri scritti
non e quella di un uomo contemplativo che non trova una conciliazione fra
I'azione e il pensiero: il daimon che egli ascolta conceme anche le vicende
politiche. Se veramente nel De genio Socraiis si illustrasse la separazione
tra filosofia e politica e si volesse dimostrare che il filosofo, per la sua
diretta comunicazione con la divinita, esce vincitore dal confronto, resterebbe
offuscata la bella impresa compiuta dai Tebani, e questo non e ammissibile.
Se poi si volesse esaltare solo I'impresa, resterebbe danneggiato il riflessivo
Epaminonda: cosa anche questa inaccettabile per la grandissima
ammirazione che Plutarco ha per quel grandissimo conterraneo. In breve,
I'uno e I'altro aspetto sono degni di approvazione e ambedue cooperano
all'esaltazione di Tebe, della sua storia e dei suoi personaggi, il che equivale
a dire che azione e pensiero sono conciliabili.
Se si bada alia proporzione delle parti, viene spontanea I'idea di non
considerare la narrazione storica, molto ampia, in funzione della parte
' Max. cum. princ. philos. esse diss. 1. 776A-77A.
^^ Ad princ.ind. 3. 7S0CD.
"i4n seni res p. sil ger. 26. 796 ss.
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filosofica, ma viceversa questa in funzione di quella, cosicch6 I'impresa,
tanto celebrata perche port6 alia liberazione di Tebe dalla tirannide e poi alia
sua egemonia sulle citta greche, riceve un chiarimento dalla dottrina
demonologica. Si potrebbe subito pensare ad un'opposizione fra Tebani e
Spartani, i primi come guidali dalla divinity perch6 amanti della giustizia,
gli altri come oppressori, passionali e violenti, e vedere nello scritto una
giustificazione dell'egemonia tebana, meritata e accordata dal volere divino.
Molti particolari potrebbero trovare un significato sotto questa luce e
soprattutto si otterrebbe una connessione fra il tema storico e quelle
filosofico. Ma questa b una semplificazione eccesiva e troppo schematica.
Per la tirannide parteggiano anche dei Tebani, del partite oligarchico, Archia,
Filippo, Leontiada, e anche fra i congiurati non mancano le persone
passionali e violente. Non ci si pu6 quindi accontentare di una schematica
opposizione fra buoni, protetti dalla divinity, i Tebani, e cattivi, condannati
dalla divinita, gli Spartani.
A mio parere, bisogna porre maggiore attenzione alia figura di
Epaminonda: questa, se e ben intesa, pu6 far capire quale b I'intento del
dialogo, la sua struttura, la sua unit^, il suo valore artistico. Epaminonda
ha un grande rilievo sia in principio sia nella parte centrale sia nella chiusa.
All'inizio (3. 576D-577A) e presentato un grave problema di coscienza del
personaggio: egli rifiuta di partecipare all'uccisione dei concittadini, perche
non vuole far morire nessun cittadino senza processo. Cio e messo in
rilievo da un personaggio rispettabile, I'indovino Teocrito, in opposizione
alia condotta di Carone, il quale non ha esitato ad offrire la sua casa per
ospitare gli esuli che stavano tomando da Atene per compiere I'impresa.
Osserva Teocrito a Cafisia, fratello di Epaminonda: "Carone non h un
filosofo n6 ha avuto un'educazione distinta ed eccezionale come Epaminonda,
ma per natura, come vedi, fe guidato dalle leggi verso ci6 che e bello,
addossandosi volontariamente il piu grave rischio per il bene della patria.
Epaminonda invece, che si considera superiore a tutti i Tebani per la sua
educazione, e senza mordente e slancio (duPXix; Kal ditpoGunoi;: 3.
576DE)."
Queste parole suonano come un rimprovero o una severa condanna,
tanto che Cafisia si sente costretto a difendere il fratello tacciando I'indovino
di precipitazione nel giudicare, con una certa ironia per la ripresa di un
vocabolo al superlative in sense contrario: per Teocrito Epaminonda e
anp6Qv\iiOc„ per Cafisia Teocrito h npoGuiidxatoq, dot eccede nell'ardore:
"O impetueso Teocrito, nei compiame quelle che b state deciso;
Epaminonda, senza riuscire a persuaderci del contrario, h naturale che resista
alle nestre sollecitazieni e si rifiuti di fare cio che e centre la sua natura e le
sue cenvinzioni. Anche un medico che promette di guarire la malattia senza
ricerrere al ferro e al fueco, non saresti ragionevele a costringerlo a tagliare e
bruciare. Egli non vuole, senza una grave necessity (aveu \izya.XT\c,
dvayicTii;), uccidere nessun cencittadine senza processo (ctKpuoq), ma b
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pronto a lottarre con coraggio insieme a quelli che cercano di liberare la citt^
senza spargimento di sangue e massacri di cittadini. E poich6 non riesce a
persuadere la maggioranza e noi ci siamo mossi per questa via, chiede solo
di lasciarlo libero di cogliere, puro del sangue e senza responsabilit^, il
momento favorevole per contribuire anche al bene comune senza offendere la
giustizia (neta xov 6iKa{oa) Kal iS> ov)|i<pepov-ri itpoooio6|iEvo^). Pensa
infatti che I'impresa non avr^ un limite: forse Ferenico e Pelopida
volgeranno le arnii contro i piii colpevoli e malvagi, ma Eumolpida e
Samida, uomini di temperamento irascibile e focoso, profittando della notte,
non deporranno le spade prima di aver riempito la citt^ intera di stragi e
d'aver ucciso molti nemici personali" (3. 576F-577A).
A nessuno deve sfuggire I'importanza di questa difesa di Epaminonda, ed
e significativo che essa fe ripetuta nell'ultima sezione dell'opera (25. 594B),
dopo la discussione demonologica, quando sta per cominciare I'azione
conclusiva. Teocrito, insieme a Cafisia e a Galassidoro, compie un ultimo
tentativo per convincere Epaminonda, ma non sortisce un effetto migliore.
La motivazione del rifiuto non cambia, ma b piii chiara: accanto alia
volont^ di non uccidere senza processo nessun cittadino, si nota che h
nell'interesse del partito democratico che qualcuno dei congiurati resti
estraneo alle uccisioni e non sia accusato o sospettato di aver agito per
qualche vantaggio personale e si possa cosi credere alia sincerita dei suoi
consign. Qui con la frase xb nXr\Qoc, to eriPavcov si allude al partito
democratico, a cui appartenevano i congiurati, e in generale c'h riferimento ai
difficili rapporti futuri con il partito oligarchico che aveva appoggiato
I'occupazione spartana nel 382.2° La giustificazione appare ragionevole e
tutti sanno che Epaminonda non era contrario all'impresa antitirannica:
conosce esattamente il giomo in cui i fuorusciti tomano a Tebe e mantiene
il segreto; ha gia preso accordi con Gorgida e altri per intervenire nel
momento opportuno (25. 594B). Ed b Epaminonda che, finita la dotta
conversazione sui demoni, invita il fratello Cafisia a scendere con gli amici
al ginnasio per raggiungere i compagni e dare inizio all'esecuzione fmale del
piano (25. 594A).
Nella Vita di Pelopida (c. 7) Plutarco informa che, come Pelopida ad
Atene incitava e sosteneva moralmente i compagni esuli, cosi Epaminonda
in patria istillava nei giovani nobili pensieri spingendoli a misurarsi nei
ginnasi con gli Spartani e umiliandoli, quando riuscissero vincitori, col
rinfacciare loro la vergogna di toUerare la schiavitii che opprimeva Tebe. E
fu Epaminonda, si dice ancora in quella vita (c. 12), che, dopo I'uccisione dei
polemarchi, present6 Pelopida e i suoi compagni nell'assemblea del popolo,
salutati da tutti con grida ed applausi come benefattori e salvatori della
patria. Non siamo dunque di fronte ad un filosofo contemplative:
Epaminonda b rimasto inerte solo quoad cum civibus dimicatum est, come
^ Plut. V. Pelop. 5; Xen. Hell. V i 25 ss.
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si legge in Comelio Nepote (v. Pel. 4), non avendo voluto partecipare a
nessuno dei due gruppi che si assunsero il compito di sopprimere i
concittadini filospartani, I'uno guidato da Carone e Melone contro Archia e
Filippo, I'altro da Pelopida e Damoclida contro Leontiada e Ipata (30.
596D).
Anche in un altro punto si accenna al tentative di persuadere
Epaminonda: dopo I'episodio di Ippostenida che mette in grande agitazione i
congiurati, Fillida si allontana a preparare I'inganno del banchetto, Carone se
ne va a casa sua a ricevere gli esuli e Teocrito con Cafisia ritoma da Simmia
per avere I'occasione di conferire ancora con Epaminonda (19. 588B). II
particolare prepara il colloquio riferito poi nel c. 25. Si tratta di un
semplice cenno, nient'affatto necessario; ma e molto significativa tutta
questa insistenza sul rifiuto di Epaminonda ed esige una spiegazione, perche
intorno ad esso sembra che si aggiri tutto il resto, sia la discussione
demonologica sia la disuibuzione dei compiti nell'esecuzione finale
dell'impresa (25. 594CD; 30. 596CD; 34. 598CD).
Daremo una risposta in seguito: per ora notiamo che I'avversione di
Epaminonda alle lotte fratricide e in generale alia violenza si accorda con il
senso deU'iscrizione sulla tavoletta trovata nella tomba di Alcmena ad
Aliarlo e interpretata da un dotto sacerdote egiziano (7. 578E-579D). Essa
ordinava ai Greci di istituire degli agoni in onore delle Muse e di rinunziare
alle guerre deponendo le armi e vivendo nella concordia e nella giustizia con
I'aiuto della ragione e della paideia. L'ordine divino non fa parte della
trattazione demonologica, che sara discussa in seguito in casa di Simmia,
ma e connesso ugualmente con presagi celesti, perche alia violazione della
tomba di Alcmena da parte di Agesilao sono seguiti indizi sfavorevoli agli
Spartani, che il capo della guamigione nella Cadmea, Lisanorida, cerca di
stomare, dopo che la carestia e I'inondazione del lago Copaide hanno colpito
gli abitanti di Aliarto, consenzienti all'apertura del sepolcro. Di questo fatto
non si hanno notizie da altre fonti: puo far parte della speciale politica
lacedemone che trasportava a Sparta le spoglie di eroi mitici per cercare di
giustificare le pretese sui territori occupati e consolidare I'egemonia sulla
Grecia;^' ma per noi e significativo il fatto che la fine delle guerre e delle
discordie fra le citt^ greche e presentata come una ingiunzione della divinita e
che sulla cosa s'insiste con I'episodio della duplicazione dell'altare di Delo,
che si risolveva in un invito a mitigare i costumi e attendcre solo alia
cultura e all'educazione (7. 579B-D).
II motivo, che compare prima della trattazione demonologica e poco
dopo il rifiuto di Epaminonda, col quale sicuramente b da mettere in
relazione, e come una premessa che pare suggerire un'interpretazione
dell'intera impresa tebana come una tendenza verso la pace, suprema
aspirazione dell'attivita umana, con la soppressione delle ingiustizie e della
2' Cf. G. L. Huxley, Early Sparta (London-Cambridge 1962) 67 ss.
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violenza. Ci6 setnbra consonare con una spiegazione della storia politica
della Grecia che circolava ancora ai tempi di Plutarco, quando, sotto la guida
dei Romani, i Greci avevano trovato finalmente la pace. Secondo la
tradizione storiografica del Tricaranos, attribuito a Teopompo, I'esperienza
negativa delle tre egemonie, ateniese, spartana e tebana, aveva dimostrato
che era impossibile instaurare una pace duratura in Grecia con la supremazia
di una grande citta e che bisognava trovare un'organizzazione politica e
un'educazione morale che escludesse il particolarismo e mirasse ad una
concezione piii universale. In ci6 consentiva Plutarco,^ il quale nel De
genio Socratis raffigura Epaminonda contrario alia violenza, come colui che
e fomito di una profonda educazione filosofica ed h guidato, come Socrate, da
un'intima voce divina.
Epaminonda e di gran lunga il piii virtuoso e questa sua superiorita
morale e messa in luce nella parte centrale del dialogo, dopo che egli e
comparso sulla scena, nei cc. 13-24. Ma, per dare rilievo alia cosa, il suo
arrivo e stato preannunziato dal padre Polinnide, che e stato I'artefice di
quella educazione: egli verra insieme al filosofo pitagorico Teanore, suo
ospite, che e giunto dall'ltalia per riportare in patria la salma di Liside, il
maestro pitagorico di Epaminonda, morto e sepolto a Tebe. L'operazione
vien fatta in ottemperanza a certi segni divini ed e questo che da origine alia
discussione sulla demonologia, che naturalmente porta il discorso su
Socrate. La lunga trattazione sulla ricchezza e il suo uso (cc. 13-15), che ha
la forma di un dycov secondo le norme della retorica,^ non e una digressione
inopportuna, come e stata giudicata,2'*che voglia dar corpo e sostanza alia
figura di Teanore e alia sua presenza, ma al contrario e la presenza del
filosofo pitagorico che tende a esaltare la grandezza morale di Epaminonda, e
nasce il sospetto che a questo scopo sia stato inventato tutto quello che
conceme Teanore, e forse il personaggio stesso, e che sia stato abilmente
inserito nella discussione demonologica, un argomento in cui il filosofo
mostra di essere un'autorit^,^ per dare il tocco definitivo, col commento al
mito di Timarco, alia personalita morale di Epaminonda (24. 593A-594A).
Infatti questo e molto caro alia divinita ed fe in comunione con essa non per
mezzo di segni esterni, che sono propri dell'arte divinatoria e richiedono
un'interpretazione, ma direttamente per mezzo di un daimon personale,
privilegio concesso a pochissimi, come a Socrate.
Quando Epaminonda ha esposto le sue profonde ragioni per rifiutare la
grossa somma di denaro offertagU da Teanore per le cure prestate a Liside,
Simmia, preso da ammirazione, esclama: v^i-^ac,, iieyac; avrip eoTvv
^ Si veda il mio studio "Plutarco e il corso fuluro della storia," Prometheus 10 (1984) 264-
86, in particolare 263 sul Tricaranos, 281 ss. sulla pace universale.
"Cf. C. Kahle.De Plut. ralione dialog, compon. (Diss. Gottingen 1912) 79; A. Corfu, op.
cil. 44.
^ Vedi per es. F. Bock, Untersuchungen zu Plutarchs Schrifl Ilepi tov Z. Saifi. (Diss.
Miinchen 1900) 18.
" Cf. A. Corlu, op. cit. 80 s.
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*E7ia|ieivcbv5a(; (16. 585D), e I'elogio si estende al padre Polinnide che ha
educate cosi i suoi figlioli. La poverty di Epaminonda e della sua famiglia
richiama alia mente quella di Socrate, gi^ ricordata e lodata da Polinnide (11.
581 C) e certamente Simmia ha pensato al suo maestro associando a lui
Epaminonda, e questo e neUe intenzioni di Plutarco. Infatti la somiglianza
con Socrate culmina quando Epaminonda viene annoverato fira i pochissimi
uomini che sono assistili da un daimon personale: ci6 riconosce lo stesso
Teanore-e non ha dubbi perche il pilota si riconosce dal modo di navigare-,
quando, dopo aver rinunziato, obbedendo ad una voce udita nella notte, a
disseppellire il corpo di Liside perch6 la sua anima h gih stata giudicata e
rinviata ad un'altra esistenza, fissa gU occhi su Epaminonda come se volesse
scoprire la costituzione fisica e I'aspetto di Liside.^*
Qui c'e la consacrazione, fatta da un pitagorico, di Epaminonda, educate
da un pitagorico, fra gli uomini piu perfetti, e il confronto con Socrate
diventa stringente per il famoso daimonion del filosofo ateniese, su cui,
dopo un intermezzo non breve relative ai congiurati (cc. 17-19), viene
portato il discorse degli interiecuteri (cc. 20-24). Attraverso I'esame della
natura e del modo di manifestarsi del daimonion socratico e del mite di
Timarce si conclude che gli uomini sono guidati piu o meno da d^moni, a
seconda di come sono mescolati con la materia: alcuni, del tutte immersi
nel corpo, sono completamente in balia delle passioni (22. 591D); altri sono
^ 16. 586A. Vonei conservare avaGenevoc; dei codici, correuo da Leonicus in
dvaBemjievoi; che tulli gli editori hanno accollo, e leggere poi rnv (piiaiv <eKeiva) Kal)
£i5o5 (il Ktti e stato aggiumo da Viclorius). Con ekeivco si riprende ekcivou Tav8p6i; di
qualche riga prima, con riferimento a Liside, un'espressione tipica del pitagorismo per indicare
un maestro defunto; e^ bnapxfi<; "di nuovo" e in rapporto con I'affenmazione precedenle che
Epaminonda aveva il medesimo demone di Liside (xptpro xaiixo) 5ai(iovi). Insomma si vuol
dire che Teanore, visli gli effelti del demone di Liside, spontaneamente e portato a rawisare in
Epaminonda la fisionomia di quello (avaTi9. ri xivi "attribuire, trasferire qualcosa a
qualcuno"). Dal passo si ricava, pare, che I'anima di Liside, staccatasi dal corpo con la morte,
dopo il giudizio (KEKpinevri), e stata sottoposta ad un'altra incamazione ed e stata unita ad un
altro demone, mentre quello che aveva in precedenza era passato a dirigere Epaminonda. Dunque
ad ogni incamazione tocca in sorte un demone nuovo (aXXto Saijiovi <roA.Axixouaav : cf.
Max. Tyr. 8. 8f Hob. eiXrixEv). Cio sembra naturale, perchfi le esistenze sono diverse e non e
opportune pensare ad un'assistenza contcmporanea a due esistenze da parte di un medesimo
d6mone. Anche il singolare to 5ai|i6viov in 24. 593F non porta a concludere che il demone
segue la medeslma anima sino alia fine del ciclo delle incamazioni: esso e usato in senso
generico, con allusione ai vari demoni. Alia fine di quel capitolo s'illustra la fase prossima alia
conclusione del ciclo delle innumerevoli nascite (593F Tfi<; ?iepi68o-o (ru(uiEpaivon£vr|(;),
quando un'anima, dopo aver lottato bene, si awicina al porto: allora il demone (quello a cui era
toccato I'assistenza in quel periodo) si fa piu zelante ed esorta con energia I'anima a salvarsi. Ma
questi sono punti particolari deUa demonologia, nella quale non mtto h chiaro. Al nostro fine
conta questo: la condotta di vita di Epaminonda h paragonata a quella d'un sant'uomo come era il
filosofo Liside, suo maestro, e quindi degno della massima credibilita, poich6 la divinity gli ha
assegnato il medesimo d6mone. Per il fondo pitagorico della parte demonologica, ollre G.
Soury, op. cit. 131 ss., si pu6 vedere A. Corlu, op. cit. 52 s., 59 ss.; J. Hani, introd.
nell'edizione del De genio Socralis (Belles Lettres 1980) 52 ss.; tenU di fare delle precisazioni K.
Doring, art. cit. in n. 15. 390 s.
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mescolati parzialmente alia came e il loro dSmone pu6 esercitare una qualche
guida, non continua ma oscillante (22. 591E-592A); infine altri,
muovendosi in linea retta, obbediscono sempre docilmente al loro d^mone
fin dalla nascita. Questi sono gli uomini indovini e ispirati (22. 592C); ma
gli dei, mentre di solito manifestano la loro volontk attraverso sogni e
prodigi, che sono roggetto della divinazione e hanno bisogno di essere
interpretati, talvolta comunicano direttamente con alcuni, molto pochi, che
dagli esseri superiori sono scelti fra noi come in un gregge il pastore segna e
cura i capi migliori, e li fanno degni di un'educazione particolare ed
eccezionale (24. 593B). Quel pochissimi uomini prescelti sono detti "divini
e beati al massimo."^' In questo modo Epaminonda, la cui educazione h
definita "superiore e straordinaria," h raffigurato come un altro Socrate,^* il
"Socrate tebano" accanto al "Socrate ateniese." Per questo, mentre gli altri
congiurati mostrano incertezze nell'interpretare i segni celesti che loro
capitano (si veda in particolare I'episodio di Ippostenida: cc. 17-19) e
ondeggiano fra speranze e paure, Epaminonda vede chiaramente le cose e si
comporta senza dubbi e tentennamenti.^' Dunque anche la lunga discussione
demonologica e strettamente collegata con Epaminonda e si puo
comprendere il titolo del dialogo De genio Socratis: e un accostamento
onorifico del tebano al grande fUosofo ateniese e suona come se fosse piii
chiaramente De genio Socratis atque Epaminondae oppure De Genio alterius
Socratis.
Ma la definizione di "Socrate tebano" che rapporto ha con il tema della
congiura? A chiarimento, si potrebbe fare un'altra domanda: come si
sarebbe comportato Socrate nella circostanza di Epaminonda? E molto
importante al nostro fine un passo delVApologia di Socrate (31C-32C) in
cui Platone ci fa vedere come Socrate prestava ascolto al suo demone.
Plutarco certamente I'aveva presente per giustificare la condotta di
Epaminonda nell'impresa del 379. Puo sembrare strano, dice Socrate in quel
luogo, che io mi preoccupi tanto di dare consigli in privato e non vada alia
tribuna a parlare al popolo. Non b perch6 mi manchi il coraggio; come vi
ho detto piu volte, e ne ha parlato anche Meleto nell'accusa, c'e dentro di me
una voce divina, che si fa sentire fin dalla mia fanciuUezza e mi dissuade dal
fare azioni che sto per compiere: t questa voce che mi vieta di occuparmi di
cose politiche. E mi pare che faccia bene a vietarmelo, perchd, se non
avessi obbedito, sarei gia morto da tempo e non avrei fatto le cose utili che
ho fatto, perch6 avrei cercato d'impedire che si commettessero nella citt^
'^ 24. 593D 6eoi tiev yap o^v 6X,£ycov avepamajv koojioSoi Piov, ov? Sv axpox;
naKOpiouc; te Kal Beioui; ac, aXr\6Sx; ancpyaaaoQax ^miXi\Qa>aiv . Sulla corrispondenza
di espressioni che souolineano il carattere straordinario si veda Babut, arl. cil. 57.
^ La cosa e stata notata da tempo: cf. C. Kahle, op. cil. 85 e 93; anche D. Babut, Plularque
el le stoicisme, 344 ss.
^ Su questo comportamento contrastante insiste U Babut, arl. cil. 64 ss.; ma non si deve
dimenticare che tali contrast! appaitengono al carattere drammatico e Plutarco v'indulge anche per
motivi artistici.
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cose ingiuste. Una volta che era membro del Consiglio dei Cinquecento-ed
e Tunica carica di cui abbia fatto parte nella nostra citt^-, mi opposi con
voto contrario, unico dei pritani, alia condanna dei generali accusati di non
aver raccolto i naufraghi e i morti dopo la battaglia delle Arginuse, una
condanna illegale come in seguito riconosceste anche tutti voi. E un'altra
volta sotto i Trenta oligarchi mi rifiutai di andare a Salamina per condurre
Leonte ad Atene e metterlo a morte, e lasciai andare gli altri quattro che
avevano ricevuto I'incarico con me. Come vedete, non c'e mancanza di
coraggio nella mia condotta ne paura della morte, ma ferma decisione di
difendere sempre e dovunque la giustizia.
Molto simili sono i sentimenti di Epaminonda quando rifiuta di
partecipare all'uccisione degli oligarchi filospartani: non rifiuta per paura di
morire, ma per timore che siano uccisi anche cittadini innocenti; era il suo
daimon che lo dissuadeva. Come il divieto demonico a Socrate di svolgere
attivita politica si limitava all'aspetto ufficiale implicante cariche pubbliche,
non nel senso di non occuparsi in assoluto di politica, perche la sua
predicazione morale era in sostanza un'azione politica, di critica a quella
ufficiale, cosi il divieto del daimon di Epaminonda era circoscritto; tant'e
vero che, riconquistata la liberta, egli fu al servizio della sua patria
politicamente e militarmente e mori sul campo di battaglia, sempre intento
a non offendere i suoi principi filosofici. Senza ricordare le imprese
posteriori, Plutarco ha voluto giustificare la condotta del personaggio in
quella particolare circostanza e I'ha attribuita ad un consiglio del daimon che
lo guidava, cioe ad una voce celeste, e poteva spiegare in quel modo anche il
ritaido, notato in De lat. viv. 4. 1129C, della sua partecipazione alia vita
politica dopo i 40 anni. Evidente dunque ed efficace e il confronto con il
daimonion socratico, che dk il titolo all'opera.
Dall'esame che abbiamo fatto risulta che Epaminonda e la figura
centrale del De genio Socratis. In rapporto a lui il dialogo puo essere diviso
in tre parti: 1. 575B-12. 582C; 13. 582D-24. 594A; 25. 594A-34. 598F.
Nella prima parte e presentato il problema di coscienza che tratticne
Epaminonda dal partecipare alia strage, anche se egli condivide I'ideale di
liberta; nella seconda parte 6 data la giustificazione di quel comportamento,
fondata non sul piano pratico, ma religioso e morale con il richiamo a
Socrate; nella terza parte e illustrata la partecipazione di Epaminonda
all'insurrezione dopo che sono stati uccisi i polemarchi; e con la visione del
popolo che, eccitato da lui, insorge e tumultua brandendo le armi, mentre gli
Spartani corrono a chiudersi nella cittadella, da dove poco dopo si ritireranno
lasciando libera la citta, I'opera si conclude.
Questa raffigurazione di Epaminonda, non lo possiamo negare, ci
sorprende, perch6 in quell'impresa egli non occupa, nella tradizione
storiografica, una posizione di rilievo. In Senofonte^ egli non 6 neppure
^"Hell. V 4. 1-12.
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menzionato; fra i pochi personaggi ricordati spicca Fillida come orditore
della trama. Nella Vita di Pelopida dello stesso Plutarco il primo posto e
tenuto da Pelopida, che solitamente viene menzionato per indicare la schiera
dei congiurati e fra gli esuli h il principale sostenitore degli animi (c. 7). Di
Epaminonda si dice che, quando Pelopida, Ferenico e non pochi altri furono
cacciati in esilio, "fu lasciato in pace perche non lo si credeva importante,
giudicandolo un innocuo studioso di filosofia e senza potere per la sua
poverty." E un modo per dire che egli non fu tra i protagonisti della
congiura. Sul problema di coscienza e I'astensione dalle uccisioni, il
motive fondamentale del De genio Socratis, non c'e parola; invece e
ricordata la sua attivita dopo I'uccisione dei polemarchi, nel sollevare il
popolo e chiamarlo a raccolta in quella notte e nel presentare, sul far del
giomo, all'assemblea Pelopida e i compagni fra grida ed applausi.^' La
giustificazione del rifiuto di Epaminonda si trova nella Vita di Epaminonda
di Comelio Nepote e costituisce un elemento significativo nel problema
delle fonti; ma anche 1^ e Pelopida che figura come capo degli esuli tomati
in patria e quindi dell'impresa;^^ Epaminonda, quamdiu facta est caedes
civium, domo se tenuit, perche omnem civilem victoriam funestam putabat;
poi, postquam apud Cadmeam cum Lacedaemoniis pugnari coeptum est, in
primis steiit. Le medesime cose sono ripetute da Cornelio nella Vita di
Pelopida, nella quale quell'impresa occupa quasi tutta la breve biografia e
I'astensione di Epaminonda e notata per far risaltare il merito maggiore di
Pelopida: itaque haec liberatarum Thebarum propria laus est Pelopidae,
ceteraefere communes cum Epaminonda (c. 4).
Non e qui opportune affrontare il problema delle fonti storiche,^^ ma
nasce il sospetto, e si rafforza esaminando i particolari, che nella tradizione
ci siano stati degli ampliamenti a favore di Epaminonda, il cui
comportamento in quell'occasione non poteva non suscitare qualche
sorpresa, perche la sua gloria restasse intatta e anche il primalo nella famosa
coppia tradizionale Epaminonda-Pelopida, nella quale Pelopida/mu altera
persona Thebis, sed tamen secunda ita ut proximo esset Epaminondae.'^
Cosi sembra voler colmare un vuoto la notizia che Epaminonda a Tebe,
come Pelopida ad Atene, spronava i giovani a liberarsi dalla vergogna della
'' Gli slorici nel niolo di Pelt^ida awertono delle esagerazioni: gli e auribuita falsamente la
prima beourchia dopo la liberazione (Plut. v.Pelop. 13): cf. S. Fuscagni, "La beotarchia di
Pelopida e il numero dei beolarchi dopo la presa della Cadmea," Rend. 1st. Lomb. 106 (1972)
415 ss., e "Callistene di Olinto e La Vita di Pelopida di Plutarco," in Storiografia e propaganda.
Contributi delllst. di Storia antica dell'Univ. Cattolica di Milano 1975, vol. HI, 44 ss. Resta
pero il faito che il merito principale di quell'impresa e attribuito da Plutarco a Pelopida, non ad
Epaminonda, e la condotta di quesl'ultimo in quella circostanza susciu una sorpresa, che richede
appunto una spiegazione.
'^ V. Epam. 10 duce Pelopida.
'^ Si veda in proposito la lucida esposizione del Corfu, op. cil. 22-39.
^Nep.V.Pelop.4.3.
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schiavitii.^5 La giustificazione di voler evitare I'uccisione di cittadini
innocenti trovava un saldo fondamento, e perci6 facile credito, nella profonda
educazione filosofica del personaggio. Contribuisce a darle rilievo I'episodio
di Cabirico (3 1 . 597BC). Nella sala del banchetto in cui sono uccisi Archia
e Filippo, c'b anche un magistrato con funzioni religiose, Cabirico, un
personaggio che non 6 ricordato in nessuna altra fonte. Si cerca di
risparmiarlo, "essendo sacro e consacrato per il bene della patria": abbandoni
i tiranni e cooperi alia liberazione della citta. Poichd, pieno di vino, non era
in grado di ragionare e si mise ad agitare la lancia che gli arconti usavano
portare sempre con se, Cafisia, afferrata quell'anna, gridava all'uomo di
lasciarla e di salvarsi, altrimenti sarebbe stato ucciso. Ma Teopompo, un
congiurato meno riflessivo, colpisce Cabirico con la spada gridando: "Giaci
qui morto con quelli che adulavi; in Tebe libera non porterai piu la corona e
non sacrificherai piii agli dei, nel cui nome lanciasti molte imprecazioni
contxo la patria pregando spesso per i suoi nemici." Caduto Cabirico,
Teocrito, che era li vicino, ha I'avvertenza di sottrarre la sacra lancia dalla
contaminazione del sangue. Furono uccisi anche alcuni pochi servi che
avevano osato opporre resistenza, ma gli altri che stavano fermi furono
rinchiusi nella sala del banchetto, per timore che si spargessero per la citta
ad annunziare prima del tempo quel che era accaduto.
Questo episodic, raccontato con molti particolari, vuol togliere ogni
aspetto odioso d'inutile violenza e sembra inventato^ o almeno ampliato da
Plutarco. L'uccisione di Cabirico e dei pochi servi h un esempio di quella
HeyaXTi dvayKTi di cui parla Epaminonda giustificando il suo rifiuto col
timore che certe persone violente profittassero dell'occasione e uccidessero
per interessi personal!. In realtk gli eccessi non mancarono. A parte le
donne che calpestarono e coprirono di sputi il cadavere del carceriere, ucciso
da Fillida quando furono liberati i prigionieri politici (33. 598B), un
comportamento femmineo verso il nemico ucciso che e deplorato gik in
Platone,^^Senofonte^* ricorda che, quando gli Spartani uscirono dalla
cittadella dietro la garanzia di aver salva la vita, quelli che furono
riconosciuti come nemici personal!, malgrado le libagioni e i giuramenti,
furono presi e uccisi; alcuni furono sottratti e salvati dagli Ateniesi, che
erano venuti dai confmi in aiuto ai Tebani, ma si arrivo anche al punto di
prendere e sgozzare i figli degli uccisi. La tradizione storiografica tebana e
filotebana, come suole accadere, passo sotto silenzio le azioni vergognose e
cerco di tramandare le cose onorevoli, come il profondo senso di giustizia del
grande Epaminonda.
^^nul.V.Pelop.l.
^ Vedi anche Babut. art. cU. 56.
^Resp. 469D.
3* Hell. V 4. 12.
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Anche a questo, com'h noto, non mancarono gli avversari politici, come
Meneclide menzionato da Comelio Nepote,^' e sono noti i process! che il
generale dovette subire per abuso di potere.'"' Plutarco, che non si stanca
mai di esaltare il grande compatriota, nel De genio Socratis ha concentrato la
sua attenzione su una circostanza della vita in cui gli avversari potevano
trovare motivi di biasimo e ha voluto liberarlo da ogni accusa o macchia di
vilt^ o di tepidezza, in una gloriosa impresa che brillava solo di luce, e cerc6
di dare un fondamento religioso e filosofico alia sua condotta, presentandolo
come guidato dalla divinita. E si noti come sia rilevata anche una saggezza
politica non comune: dopo la cacciata degli Spartani, era necessario per il
bene di tutti trovare una conciliazione con il partito oligarchico, che si era
compromesso con la tirannide. Questa lungimiranza contemperava la difesa
sia della giustizia sia degli interessi generali della citt^'*' e fa pensare
all'attivit^ posteriore del grande Epaminonda che costrui sulla sconfitta di
Sparta I'egemonia di Tebe.
In una lettera di Platone,''^ a proposito dell'opposizione di Dione a
Dionisio di Siracusa, si trova il consiglio che il saggio non usi la violenza
per rovesciare il governo costituito, se bisogna ricorrere a uccisioni,
proscrizioni ed esih; Plutarco all'autorit^ del grande filosofo ha sostituito
una voce divina, comunicata ad uno degli uomini migliori e piu vicini agli
dei e degni di essere paragonati a Socrate. E questa una difesa su un piano
superiore all'umano, che intende troncare ogni velleit^ di replica e levare
definitivamente ogni ombra.
Tutta I'impresa della liberazione della Cadmea, che fu compiuta da pochi
uomini e nella quale, come dice Plutarco,''^ "Pelopida senza abbattere rocche
o mura, entrando in una casa qualsiasi con soli undici suoi amici, sciolse e
spezz6, per usare una metafora che esprime bene la verity, le catene del
predominio spartano, credute indissolubili e infrangibili", fu per tempo
considerata come favorita dagli dei. Proprio sotto questa luce la espone
Senofonte, il quale premette questa osservazione che richiama il pensiero di
Erodoto:''^ "Si potrebbero in generale addurre altri esempi fra i Greci e i
barbari a prova che gli dei non si dimenticano di coloro che violano le leggi
divine ed umane, ma dir6 solo quel che segue. Gli Spartani, che, dopo aver
giurato di lasciare I'autonomia alle citta, s'impadronirono dell'acropoli di
Tebe, ricevettero la punizione ad opera di quelli stessi di cui avevano violato
" V. Epam, 5. Un aneddoto dentro il quadro di questa inimicizia e ricordato anche da Plutarco
in De laude ipsius 9. 5428; vedi anche Praec. ger. rei p. 10. 805C e specialmente V. Pelop 25. 5
^ Nep. V. Epam. 7-8; Diod. XV 72. 1-2; Paus. DC 14. 5-7 e i recenU articoli di J. Buckler.
"Plutarch on the Trials of Pelopidas and Epaminondas (369 a.C)," Class. Philol. Ti. (1978) 36-
42, e The Theban Hegemony (Cambridge Mass. 1980) 138-45.
*' Cf. 3. 577A (letoi tow 5iKaio« koI x& oviupepovti npoooKjojievo^.
"^fi/j. Vn331D.
''^V. Pelop. n.
'^ Hell. V 4.1.
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i diritti, essi che non erano mai stati vinti da nessuno; e per abbattere il
governo di colore che avevano appoggiato I'operazione alio scopo di
dominare personalmente, bastarono sette dei cittaini mandati in esilio." In
questa atmosfera religiosa, del tutto consona alio spirito di Plutarco, b stata
immersa anche la figura di Epaminonda, illuminato da una saggezza
superiore, che pochissimi uomini hanno avuto in dono dalla divinita.
Ora siamo in grado di rispondere alia domanda, posta in precedenza (p.
416), perche Epaminonda sia il personaggio centrale del De genio Socratis:
verso di lui, per somiglianze o per contrasti, converge ogni cosa. L'accusa
di diapXuTTiq e di mancanza di 7ipo0-u|x{a che I'indovino Teocrito gli rivolge
all'inizio (3. 576E), in contrasto con la generosita e prontezza di Carone,
nonostante la differenza di educazione, apparteneva verisimilmente alia
tradizione e non e escluso che vi si accennasse nella lacuna non breve
segnata nei codici in quel luogo (60 lettere in E, 56 in B), per esempio in
questo modo: 'E7ta|iEwcbv8a<; 8e Boitoxwv aTtdv-ccov tS
jtenaiSeuoOai 7i:p6<; dpexfiv d^iSv Siacpepeiv d^pX,-6(; ioxi Kal
dTip60-u|iO(;, (ToiJTo 8e A^e^ouoiv, o\)5e [3oTi0ei xoiq vuv kivSvveuouoiv, ox;
voTepov, |j.ET;d) toutov ti xwa {Xa^cay/ r\ o\)5eva) PeA-xCova Kaipov,
avxS) Tiecp-uKOTi Kal 7iapaoKev)ao|i.eva) Ka^S<; otStco xpTio6|ievo<;-
"Epaminonda, che si considera superiore a tutti i Tebani per I'educazione alia
virtii, e inerte e senza volontS-questo diranno un giomo-e non reca aiuto a
quelli che ora corrono pericolo, come se volesse in seguito, senza poter
cogliere dopo questa quasi nessuna altra occasione migliore, mettere a
profitto le sue belle qualita naturali e acquisite con I'educazione.'"'^
La difesa e I'esaltazione sono fatte su un piano superiore, diverse da
quello solito davanti ai tribunali degli uomini: Epaminonda e un uomo
eccezionale, fa parte dei pochissimi dKpco^ ^aKapioi te Kal Gevoi iivSpec,
(24. 593D), come sono detti dal filosofo pitagorico che nel nome Theanor
rivela la sapienza divina, e biasimare la sua condotta e da persone superficiali
e irreligiose. A ragione si lamenta la perdita della Vila di Epaminonda per
vari motivi; fra I'altro ci avrebbe aiutato non poco a comprendere, credo, il
De genio Socratis. Anche le Vite offrono non poco materiale per riflessioni
sui rapporti fra i personaggi e i demoni, tanto che possono essere considerate
una demonologia in atto o un'interpretazione filosofica e religiosa della
storia."*
Le ragioni del rifiuto addotte da Epaminonda hanno convinto non solo
Cafisia e I'indovino Teocrito (3. 576F), ma anche gli altri congiurati o
almeno la maggior parte (25. 594C). Naturalmente non pochi lettori non
*' Le parole tovto e tovtov potevano trovarsi all'mizio o alia fine di due righe consecutive e
I'Dcchio pole Irascorrere per errore da una riga all'allra; cost I'aplografia fra Tiva e oilSeva
potrebbe essere stata causata dall'idenlita della sillaba finale. Per ti xic, f\ ot>8ei<;, frase
idiomatica per dire "quasi nessuno", "per non dire nessuno", cf Xen. Cyr. VII 5. 45 ecc
** Per la demonologia nelle Vile vedi specialmente F. H. Brenk, In Mist Apparelled.
Religious Themes in Plutarch's Moralia and Lives (Leiden 1977) 106-12.
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sono stati n6 saranno soddisfatti, perch6 non credono che I'idealismo morale
possa conciliarsi con I'attivita politica. Ma il nostro compito b di
comprendere Plutarco, senza lasciarci deviare da problemi non pertinenti.
Costoro hanno un predecessore in Filippo il Macedone, che da ragazzo visse
come ostaggio a Tebe e "se pote sembrare che volesse imitare Epaminonda,
forse cap! le ragioni delle sue capacita militari, ma non ebbe niente di
comune con lui per le doti morali, quelle che fecero I'altro veramente grande
e che Filippo non ebbe ne per natura ne per educazione.'"'^ Ma Plutarco non
giudico Filippo degno di una sua biografia.
Universitd di Firenze
''
V. Pelop. 26.

15
Plutarco, Socrate e I'Esopo di Delfi
MARIA JAGODA LUZZATTO
Plutarco parla spesso di Esopo' inquadrandolo in un ben precise contesto
storico-culturale e descrivendo con grande sensibility filologica il tipo di
Sophia rappresentato dall'antico favolista. Questo approccio plutarcheo
merita a mio parere uno studio approfondito non solo perche lo studioso di
Cheronea, come e riconosciuto ormai universalmente e, in ogni caso, una
ricchissima miniera di dati, ma anche e soprattutto perche, come e successo
in questi ultimi decenni, gli studi sulla favolistica esopica hanno
paradossalmente sepolto Esopo come personaggio storico. II redattore
dell'esteso articolo sul favolista nella Realencyclopddie dice senza mezzi
termini che "der legendare Aisopos" deve essere inteso solo come
"Verkorperung einer praktischen Lebensweisheit" e che, per quel che ne
riguarda la personalita, bisogna ritenere assodato che, nonostante le
numerose attestazioni antiche, Esopo appartiene in realta al mondo del
mito.2 Anche chi, come B. E. Perry^ o M. Nojgaard,'' crede senz'altro
all'esistenza di un Esopo storico nel VI secolo a.C, si limita a fare una
constatazione che rimane per6 improduttiva in una ricerca che ha per oggetto
solo le tarde raccolte esopiche dal primo secolo d.C. in poi (Pedro, Babrio,
la Collectio Augustana, ecc.) oppure altrettanto tardi prodotti come il
cosiddetto Romanzo di Esopo.^ Ma la consistenza storica dell'antico
favolista e stata, mi sembra, messa in ombra soprattutto da coloro che,
dall'eterogeneo materiale esopico di et^ imperiale, impregno di motivi del
' Cfr. W. C. Helmbold - E. N. O'Nell, Plutarch's Quotations (Oxford 1959), Philol.
Monogr. XIX, p. 2.
^ S. Josifovc s.v. Aisopos in RE Suppl. XIV (1974), col. 21, 19 sgg. Risente di questa
tendenza M. L. West, "The Ascription of Fables to Aesop in Archaic and Qassical Greece,"
Enlretiens Hardt 30 (1984), pp. 1 16 sgg., in particolare p. 128.
3 BabriusandPhaedrus (London-Cambridge Mass. 1965), Introd. p. XXXV.
* Lafable antique, I (Kebenhavn 1964) 456 sgg.
' Edito da B. E. Perry nelle sue due principali recensioni, G e W, in Aesopica I (Urbana DI.
1952) 35-77 e 81-107.
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tardo cinismo,^ hanno estrapolato, con evidenti forzature filoiogiche, gli
elementi portanti di quella che sarebbe una 'ideologia' esopica: si negano o
si ignorano le piii antiche e fedeli testimonianze e si cerca di cogliere il
significato della sophia esopica tra le amare meditazioni autobiografiche dei
prologhi di FedroJ o tra le pagine del tardo romanzo piii ricche di motivi
cinici.* Cosi uno dei piii importanti studiosi di favolistica greca. Otto
Crusius, scriveva che "die Geschichte der Fabel in Europa beginnt mit dem
Aufsteigen der niederen Volksschichten, der Bauem und Halbbiirtigen . . ."'
ed in recenti studi si afferma che Esopo fu per gli antichi "il tipo dello
schiavo, del proletario, del plebeo"'° e che la favola esopica costituisce un
passo decisive "nell'elaborazione di una cultura laica popolare."" II
leggendario Esopo ha per scopo di impersonare la condizione degli strati
sociali pill umili e I'antica favola esopica e addirittura vista come "geeignete
Lektiire fur die breitesten Volksmassen."'^ A questo punto una domanda:
nella selva di questi apriorismi ideologici, puo aiutarci resopo di Plutarco?
Gli studiosi di favolistica esopica lo hanno praticamente ignorato ed i brevi
accenni di coloro che si sono occupati del problema servono poco dal nostro
punto di vista perche appaiono chiaramente condizionati in partenza dagli
stessi luoghi comuni su Esopo cui ho fatto appena riferimento. Cosi per il
Wilamowitz I'Esopo che nel Convivium septem sapientium discute con
Solone, Biante e gli altri sophoi e un personaggio leggendario, "der Schalk
dessen Mutterwitz uber die Schulweisheit triumphiert:"^^ e questo
nonostante che Plutarco dia chiaramente alia personality di Esopo lo stesso
spessore storico che da agli altri personaggi politici protagonist! del dialogo
e nonostante che Esopo nel Convivium manifesti di possedere, come
vedremo, non meno cultura greca degli altri convitati. L'opinione del
Wilamowitz e stata ripresa tale e quale da August Hausrath nell'importante
articolo Fabel s.nWiiRE}'^ J. Defradas, nell'introduzione alia sua edizione del
*Cfr. G. Thiele, "Phaedras-Sludien" Hermes 41 (1906) 562 sgg. Vedi in particolare le pp.
586-88 per I'accostamento Esopo/Diogene in due scrittori della prima eta imperiale, Fedro e
Dione di Prusa (quest'ullimo contemporaneo di Plutarco).
''
Cfr. in particolare Phaedr. Prol. HI 33-37 (ed. Guaglian.). un passo nel quale il tardo
favolista latino vede personificata in Esopo la servitus obnoxia che diceva attraverso le favole cio
che non osava dire apertamente. Cfr. in proposito Q mio Fedro, un poela tra favola e realld
(Torino 1976) 7-8 e 20 sgg.
* Sugli elementi cinici del Romanzo di Esopo, cfr. 1' importante articolo di A. La Penna, "H
romanzo di Esopo," Athenaeum n. s. 40 (1962) 305 sgg.
' Cfr. llntrod. a C. H. Kleukens, Das Buck der Fabeln (Leipzig 1913). p. DC.
'" Cosi A. La Penna in "La morale della favola esopica come morale deUe classi subalteme
nell'antichita," Societa 17 (1961) 528.
" Ibid., p. 465.
'^Cosi S. Josifovic nell'art. in RE, cil., col. 22, 1 sgg.
" In "Zu Plutarchs Gastmahl der Sieben Weisen," Hermes 25 (1890) 198 ( = Kl. Schrift. HI
[Berlin 1969], p. 119).
'"Cfr. RE 6. 1 (1909), col. 1709, 60 sgg.
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Convivium plutarcheo'^ trova una grande somiglianza tra I'operetta di
Plutarco che chiama (seguendo il Wilamowitz) 'il Romanzo dei sette
sapienti' ed il tardo Romanzo di Esopo. In particolare, trova che I'Esopo del
Convivium present! le stesse caratteristiche dell'Esopo del Romanzo: di
fronte a personaggi come Solone o Biante, "en face de ces aristocrates il fait
figure du rustre, de revolutionnaire, il est du cote des masses
populaires . . ."^^ e ancora "h I'aristocratie des Sept Sages qui consacrent au
dieu de Delphes leurs maximes de sagesse, s'oppose son esprit populaire et
frondeur . . . ."'"' Ma Plutarco, come vedremo, non ha detto niente di simile
ed il suo interesse per Esopo non aveva nessuna motivazione romanzesca o
novellistica.
In effetti, e questo e, a mio parere, il nodo del problema, gli studiosi
non sembrano essersi accorti del fatto che Plutarco parla di Esopo con grande
serieta e lo ricorda in particolare (il fatto non mi sembra sia stato notato) in
testi connessi con Delfi, con la religiosita del santuario e con la antica
morale di ispirazione delfica. E' ben noto quanto lo scrittore di Cheronea
fosse legato all'entourage delfico: egli fu anche a piu riprese sacerdote del
dio'* ed indagatore appassionato, soprattutto nella tarda maturita e nella
vecchiaia, dei dati storici, religiosi e culturali riguardanti il prestigioso
santuario. 11 suo interesse per la personalita dell'Esopo storico era dettato
non solo dal desiderio di ricostruire attraverso le fonti piii sicure i contomi
precisi della sophia di un famoso personaggio del sesto secolo a. C, ma
anche e soprattutto dal fatto che, secondo una ben documentata e compatta
tradizione storica, Esopo proprio a Delfi era stato protagonista di una tragica
vicenda.
Come attestano concordemenle autorevoli fonti antiche, Erodoto,
Aristofane, Aristotele,'' Esopo fu messo ingiustamente a morte dai cittadini
di Delfi sotto la falsa accusa di iepoovA.ia. Ne segui una lunga vicenda
giuridico-finanziaria, conclusasi appena pochi decenni prima della nascita di
Erodoto.^'' La cronaca di Eusebio ed il cosiddetto Chronicon Romanum (che
pure, per altre date del Vr secolo, discorda dalla cronografia apollodorea ed
eusebiana) danno concordemente, per la morte di Esopo, la data del 563
'^Cfr. Le Banquet des Sept Sages (Paris 1954) 23-26 (ristampato con lievi modifiche in
Plularque, Oeuvres morales U [Paris 1985] 184-86).
^^Ibid., p. 24,
''/fcid., p. 25.
'* Sui rapporti di Plutarco con Delfi vedi I'esauriente irattazione di K. Ziegler s. v. Plutarchos
von Chaironeia mRE2\.\ (1951), coU. 659-62.
" Hdl. n 134; Aristoph. Vesp. 1446 e schol. vet. ad he; Adsl.fr. 487 Rose (daUa &e.X<fS>v
noXiTEia); cfr. i Testimonia vet. de Aesopo a cura di B. E. Perry, Aesopica I., cit., test. 13, 20,
21 (test. 27 e da Zenob. vulg. che ha soppresso la cilazione da Arist. presenle nel passo originate
di Zenobio pubblicato da M. E. MUler in Mil. de Littir. Grecque [Paris 1868], 369 = H 106).
^ Cfr. J. Sarkady, "Aisopos der Samier. Ein Beitrag zur archaischen Geschichte Samos,"Ada
Class. Univ. Sclent. Debrecen. 4 (1968), p. 8.
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a. C.2^ Con questa datazione si concilia benissimo la notizia che Diogene
Laerzio deriva dal biografo peripatetico Ermippo, secondo la quale Aioomoc;
6 ^,070710161; TiK|ia^E intomo alia 52^ Olimpiade, quindi tra il 572 ed il 569
a. C.22 La notorieta del compositore di logoiP il grande prestigio religioso e
politico di cui godeva Delfi nella prima met^ del VF secolo ed il lungo
strascico giudiziario che ebbe la vicenda sono tre elementi che spiegano bene
perche la data della morte di Esopo fosse registrata nelle cronografie e perch6
Aristotele, in uno scritto dal taglio storico-politico come la Ae^-cprnv
noXvizia, inserisse il tragico scontro tra Esopo ed i cittadini di Delfi fra le
vicende significative riguardanti quella polls. Stando a quanto ci dice un
breve bios esopico restituitoci da un papiro del 11° secolo d. C.^, a ricordo ed
ammenda di quella clamorosa morte i Delfi costruirono, ai piedi della rupe
dalla quale Esopo era stato gettato, un piccolo memoriale con un Pco^ioq
presso il quale Esopo, considerato lipcoq, ricevette, non sappiamo fino a
quando, I'omaggio ufficiale del piii prestigioso santuario greco: un dato sul
quale non abbiamo motivo di dubitare se si considerano ben documentate
usanze proprio di quell'epoca.^
Che la vicenda delfica di Esopo fosse da Plutarco considerata un fatto
storico sul quale non c'era da dubitare 6 dimostrato da due fra i piii
significativi passi che egli dedica all'antico favolista. Nel De Pythlae
oraculls, un dialogo che R. Flaceli6re, su basi molto convincenti, data agli
ultimi anni di vita di Plutarco,^^ la guida mostra ai visitatori di Delfi il
^^ Precisamente Euseb.-Hier. ol. 54. 1, p. 102b Helm (anno 564-63); Chron. Rom. in
FGrHist n n. 252, 30 (anno 563-62), cfr. F. Jacoby, comm. ad loc. (H 2, p. 829, 23 sgg.). Cfr.
B. E. Peny, Aesopica, cit., test. 9-10. Anche Suid. s. v. Aisopos riporta la stessa data: ev yap
AeA.<poi5 (xSCkcbi; aTtoXeoBai . . . kotoc Tpv v6' '0X-u|inia6a.
^Cfr.A. La Penna, "II romanzo di Esopo," art. cit., pp. 281-82 (dove nota giustamente che
"della cronologia di Esopo si e avuta sempre una coscienza abbastanza chiara").
^ Cfr. il fr. 611, 33 Rose ( = Heracl. Lemb. 33 Dills) derivato dal compendio che Eraclide
Lembo fece del De re publico Samiorum di Aristotele: AiaoMtoi; 8e 6 Xoyoitoioi; euSokim-Ei
TOTE, con riferimento sincronico alia morte a Samo del mitografo Ferecidedi Siro (cfr. iiyr. 611,
32 Rose = 32 Dilts) che, sempre secondo fonte aristotelica (cfr. Arist. fr. 75 Rose) fu
contemporaneo di Talete e degli altri sophoi, cfr. Kurt v. Fritz, s. v. Pherekydes n. 4 in /?£ 19. 2
(1938), col. 2026, 21^1. Si veda anche D. S. IX 28 {excerpt.): 6x1 Aiacanoc; Kara xov;
aiixouc; xpovo'"'; auvr|Kna^E xoii; EJtxot aocpoi^.
^ Si tratta del POxy. XV 1800: Wfr. 1 contiene le vite di Saffo e Simonide, ifrr. 2-3
(consecutivi) contengono le vite di Esopo, Tucidide, Demostene, Eschine. E' significative che il
bios di Esopo sia posto fra bioi di prosatori ed ancor piu significativo dal nostro punto di vista
che la vita del logopoios sia collocata fra bioi di personaggi storici. II POxy. dh grande spazio
all'episodio delfico (30 righi della col. II delfr. 2) confermando la fama e del favolista e della sua
morte. Cfr. A. Lamedica, "D POxy. 1800 e le fornie deUa biografia greca," SIFC ser. m 3
(1985) 57-58.
^ Cfr. ad es. il temenos dedicato dai cittadini di Priene ad un famoso contemporaneo di
Esopo, Biante: D. L. I 88 (il monumento e spesso menzionato in iscrizioni prienesi: cfr.
Inschriften aus Priene, hrsg. von F. F. Hiller v. Gaertringen (Berlin 1906), nn. 111. 245; 113,
88; 1 17, 34; cfr. n. 424, 37 e nota ad loc). Anche un altro dei sophoi coevi di Esopo, Chilone,
fu onorato con un heroon a Sparta, dopo la sua morte (Paus. HI 16, 4).
^ Cfr. "Plutarque et la Pythie," REG 56 (1943) 73.
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luogo nel quale erano collocati in tempi antichi gli obelischi di ferro dedicati
dalla ricchissima e famosa cortigiana Rodopi. Ad uno del visitatori, il
giovane Diogeniano, Plutarco, sacerdote del dio di Delfi, fa pronunciare un
severe rimprovero per gli antichi abitanti di quel luogo sacro (cfr. 4(X)E): la
polls (il termine b significativo) che concesse ad una cortigiana il terreno
dove sistemare le cospicue decime dei suoi illeciti guadagni, b davvero la
stessa polls che ha messo ingiustamente a morte Esopo.^^. Parole dure che
sono alio stesso tempo condanna dei bassi interessi della polls di Delfi e
difesa di Esopo e della sacraliti del luogo.
Nel De sera numlnls vlndlcta, dialogo ambientato a Delfi e scritto,
come il De Pythlae oraculls, negli anni della vecchiaia,^ Plutarco sviluppa
la sua meditazione moralistico-religiosa sulla tragica sorte di Esopo e ritiene
che la grave punizione che il dio inflisse ai Delfi, e la pesante ammenda che
essi dovettero pagare dopo ben tre generazioni, siano da annoverare fra i fatti
storici che dimostrano che esiste ed e giusta una sera numlnls vlndlcta nei
riguardi di una collettivit^ di cittadini che abbiano gravemente peccato.
Questa fe in sostanza la risposta che Plutarco stesso dh nel dialogo al fratello
Timone che poco prima aveva narrato dettagliatamente I'episodio delfico (cfr.
556F sgg.) proprio al fine di dimostraire il contrario, cio6 I'ingiustizia di una
punizione che colpisca i figli ed i figli dei figli per le colpe dei padri. Fra i
vari episodi citati da Timone, Plutarco sceglie proprio la vicenda di Esopo
per sostenere la sua tesi: la trasmissione della pena attraverso il tempo da
una generazione all'altra pud essere paragonata alia trasmissione di un grave
contagio attraverso lo spazio, anzi "desta piu ammirazionc il fatto che di un
male nato in Etiopia sia morto ad Atene Pericle, che non il fatto che,
essendo stati malvagi i cittadini di Delfi . .
., la giustizia si sia compiuta sui
loro figli" (558F). Con la medesima consapevole severity Plutarco fomisce
al suo interlocutore una seconda ragione: la responsabilita collettiva di una
polls si perpetua attraverso i secoli ed ogni generazione, cosi come ha diritto
di vantarsi delle glorie dei padri, alio stesso modo deve subire il contraccolpo
dei loro errori collettivi (559A-C). E' lecito supporre che le opinioni
personalmente sostenute da Plutarco in questo dialogo riflettano tradizionali
tratti della morale e della religiosity delfica ufficiale. Non va dimenticato
inoltre che Plutarco, come sacerdote e membro del consiglio anfizionico,
avra potuto consultare direttamente antiche fonti delfiche: certo e che, per
^ Per la connessione Rodopi-Esopo fonle storica era Hdl. 11 34 (si noti, per inciso, che
Erodoto usava la connessione con Esopo proprio per fomire un elemento preciso al fine di datare
Rodopi, cfr. la giusta osservazione di Em. Chambiy neUa "Notice sur 6sope" premessa ad
Esope, Fables, Paris 1927, p. DC): un'altra utile testimonianza per dimostrare come gia per
Erodoto la datazione di Esopo era un dato storico preciso sul quale basare sincronismi.
^ Cfr. R. Flaceliere, art. cit., p. 109 n. 1 e Y. Vemiere in Plutarque, Oeuvres morales, VII,
(Paris 1974) 94-96 (secondo la quale il De sera va coUocato "tres tard dans la carriere de
Plutarque, juste avant le De Pythiae or quelques armies avant sa mort." Plutarco partecipa al
dialogo come decano del gruppo, sacerdote del dio, membro del consiglio anfizionico, epimelete
e personalita di grande prestigio (cfr. Y. Vemifere, ibid., p. 99).
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vicende lontane nel tempo, riguardanti la storia politico-religiosa di Delfi
nella prima met^ del sesto secolo a. C, Plutarco, almeno in un caso, ha
fatto esplicito ricorso proprio agli hypomnemata ufficiali del santuario.^'
Per questi motivi assume per noi particolare importanza la gik menzionata
narrazione dello scontro tra Esopo e gli abitanti di Delfi in 556F sgg. Da
una attenta lettura del passo si ricavano le seguenti informazioni:
I) Esopo venne a Delfi inviato ufficiale di Creso di Lidia. La stessa
notizia e data da Plutarco in Sept. sap. 150A, un passo da cui risulta che
Esopo, sempre su mandate di Creso, prima di recarsi a Delfi si fermo a
Corinto, alia corte del tiranno Periandro. II Convivium di Plutarco ha
appunto come cornice storica la presenza di Esopo e di altri sophoi a
Corinto in una data che non pud che essere vicinissima a quella storicamente
ben attestata della morte di Esopo a Delfi, il 563 a. C. (v. sopra). La
riunione dei sophoi presso Periandro e anche ricordata in Sol 4, 1. Secondo
un'altra informazione fomita da Plutarco in Sept. sap. 155B, Esopo e
Solone prima di incontrarsi a Corinto si erano gia visti alia corte di Creso:
quanto prima non e specificato. L'incontro di Solone ed Esopo alia corte di
Creso e menzionato da Plutarco anche in Sol. 28, 1 subito dopo la famosa
descrizione dell'incontro fra Solone e Creso (derivata da Hdt. I 30-33): una
notizia, quest'ultima, ritenuta generalmente leggendaria per il fatto che,
secondo lo schema cronologico vulgato, i viaggi di Solone sarebbero
avvenuti subito dopo il 594-92 circa e Creso invece sarebbe diventato re
appena nel 561-60.^° Inoltre, se Esopo h stato ucciso a Delfi nel 563 e
Creso e divenuto re al pii presto nel 561 anche la storicita dell'ambasceria di
Esopo per conto del sovrano orientale viene fortemente incrinata. D'altra
parte il severo contesto del De sera numinis vindicta nel quale b inserita la
notizia sull'ambasceria del sophos dimostra, come abbiamo visto, che
Plutarco considerava I'episodio tutt'altro che leggendario. Inoltre le
considerazioni metodologiche che lo stesso Plutarco premette alia narrazione
dell'incontro fra Solone e Creso in Sol. 27, 1 dimostrano che anche
quell'episodio era da lui considerate storico: egli infatti rileva che gli evioi
che rifiutano la storicita dell'incontro si basano per il loro rifiuto su tavole
cronologiche (xpoviKol Kavoveq) che per quell'epoca cosi antica non hanno
raggiunto alcun assestamento sicuro ed univoco. Si fa un torto alio spirito
critico di Plutarco dicendo che "il sait et il dit que la chronologie s'oppose a
la possibiUt6 de cette rencontre:"^' egli anzi dice proprio che nel caso delle
date riguardanti Solone e Creso non c't una cronologia ma ci sono
cronologie in contrasto fra di loro; sono solo evioi che rifiutano la storicita
^ Cfr. Sol.n.2e R. HaceUere in Plutarque, VUs H, (Paris 1961) 4.
30 Cfr. ad es. W. W. How-J. Wells, A Commentary on Herodotus (Oxford 1928) I 67.
Tipiche le parole di K. Freeman, The WorkandLife ofSolon (Cardiff 1926), 18: "Chronology
. . . must be obeyed: the interview between Solon and Croesus never aaually occurred."
'' Cos! R. Flacelierc in Plutarque, Vies, cit, 4.
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dell'episodio e solo alcuni xpoviKol Kavoveq che danno loro ragione.
Stando cosi le cose, Plutarco ritiene di non avere ragioni sufficienti per
considerare leggendario un episodic testimoniato da molte fonti autorevoli
(tooouto-ui; |xdpTopa(; e'xovxa) e perfettamente rispondente a criteri intemi
di analisi della personalita soloniana. Quanto criticamente fondata fosse
I'obiezione di Plutarco alia validity assoluta delle tavole cronologiche per il
sesto secolo lo dimostrano alcuni recenti studi storici che tendono a
rivalutare la testimonianza erodotea rispetto alia cronologia vulgata di
origine ellenistica. Cosi ad es. A. R. Bum notava a proposito di Erodoto
che, per quel che riguarda le date del sesto secolo, la datazione erodotea e
senz'altro preferibile a quella degli storici posteriori e sosteneva che "the
majority of the dates earlier than the period of the Persian wars, which pass
current in our Greek history text-books, are wrong/'^^j^ particolare una
meticolosa operazione di scavo nella cronologia erodotea per il sesto secolo
ha dato alcuni risultati di grande interesse: risulta cost che, stando ad
Erodoto, Creso fu re non dal 561 al 547 circa (cronologia vulgata) bensi dal
571 al 557 circa^^e che i viaggi di Solone in Egitto, a Cipro ed a Sardi si
svolsero non poco dopo il 594-92 ma in una data che sta fra il 569 ed il
560.^ La storiografia recente quindi giudica che nessuna ragione cronologica
scientificamente valida si opponga all'incontro Solone-Creso^^ e, possiamo
aggiungere noi, questa cornice cronologica erodotea rende perfettamente
plausibile storicamente anche il fatto che Esopo fosse inviato dal re Creso a
Corinto ed a Delfi nel 563 circa. Non e improbabile che per questi episodi
riguardanti Esopo, Solone e Creso Plutarco avesse a disposizione precise
registrazioni degli hypomnemata delfici (v. sopra): non si pu6 far a meno di
notare, infatti, che sia I'incontro di Solone e Creso,^* sia I'ambasceria di
Esopo sono eventi strettamente legati alia storia politica ed alia morale
5' A. R. Bum, "Dates in Early Greek History," ///S 55 (1935) 140.
" Cfr. F. Mitchel, An Investigation of the Chronological Systems used by Herodotus, diss.
(Yale 1954), 280. e Sophocles S. Markianos. "The Chronology of the Herodotean Solon,"
Historic 23 (1974) 13. Non sara inutile ricordare a questo punto che nel Chronicon Romanum
che, come abbiamo detto piQ sopra, da per la morte di Esopo a Delfi la data del 563, 1'inizio del
regno di Creso h posto in una data notevolmente precedente il 563, di quanto non sappiamo
perchfe I'iscrizione proprio in quel punto e mutila. Comunque questo Chronicon, redatto nel 16
d.C, dimostra che la polemica di Plutarco contro la cronografia apollodorea (in Sol. 27, 1, su
menzionato: cfr. anche F. Jacoby, FGrHist 11 2, n. 252, p. 829) aveva un ben preciso appoggio
oltre che in autorevolissimi (idpTupe^ (v. sopra) anche in xpoviKol savovec; altemativi (cfr.
S. S. Markianos, art. cil., 15).
*'Cosi S. S. Markianos, art. cit., 17.
'* Cfr. S. S. Markianos, ibid., pp. 9-10. Vedi anche A. R. Bum, art. cit., 142. Possibilista,
ma su basi diverse, T.F.R.G. Braun in CAlf-m 3 (1982) 54, con cui cfr. C. Talamo, La Lidia
arcaica (Bologna 1979) 143 sgg.: va ricordato inoltre che, secondo Erodoto (I 25), Aliatte padre
di Creso regno per 57 aimi, il che implica sicuramente tutta una lunga fase di transizione durante
la quale Creso, il figlio maggiore, aveva giJ funzioni regali (e soprattutto, e facile supporre, in
politica estera, dati i suoi streui legami culturali con il mondo grcco).
^ Cfr. O. Regenbogen, "Die Geschichle von Solon und Krosus," in Herodot, ed. W. Marg,
(Daimsudt 1965) 384-85.
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delfica e che gli stretti e frequenti rapporti di Creso con Delfi, attestati dal
punto di vista sia storico che archeologico,^'' avevano certo una posizione di
rilievo nella storia del santuario nel Vl" secolo e quindi anche negli
hypomnemata riguardanti quell'epoca.
Rimane da vedere se con questa collocazione cronologica dell'ambasceria
di Esopo per conto di Creso nel 563 circa possa conciliarsi I'altra notizia,
quella riguardante la missione di Esopo presso Periandro di Corinto (v.
sopra). Anche in questo caso ci troviamo davanti a due cronologie
totalmente inconciliabili fra di loro: da una parte la cronologia vulgata di
Periandro che fa pemo sulla data del 585, anno in cui, secondo lo storico
ellenistico Sosicrate, sarebbe avvenuta la morte del tiranno (D. L. I 95);
dall'altra parte la datazione ricavabile dai vari passi di Erodoto in cui e
menzionato Periandro (soprattutto Hdt.V 94-95 e in 48), secondo la quale il
tiranno, pur molto vecchio, era ancora politicamente attivo nel 561 o poco
dopo, quando Pisistrato gia govemava Atene. Ritengo che E. Will abbia
ben dimostrato quanto "le temoignage d'H^rodote, le plus ancien, le plus
coh6rent, le plus d6velopp6 aussi dans sa bri6vet6" sia preferibile a quello
della storiografia ellenistica.^* Inoltre una lettura non preconcetta di Hdt. in
48 e del corrispondente passo del De Herodoti malignitate di Plutarco,^' ha
'' Cfr. J. Defradas, Les themes de la propagande delphique (Paris 1972^) 215 sgg. e H. W.
Parke, "Croesus and Delphi," GRBS 25. 3 (1984) 209 sgg.
3' Cfr. t. Will, Korynthiaka (Paris 1955) 382-91 e 438-40. Cfr. in patticolare p. 389.
Difensore della cronologia bassa erodotea fu K. J. Beloch, Griech. Gesch. I 2 (Strassburg 1913)
276-82. Difende Erodoto anche A. R. Bum, art. cit., p. 141. J. B. Salmon nella sua pregevole
monografia Wealthy Corinth (Oxford 1984) si fonda sulla cronologia alta semplicemente perche
"generally accepted" (p. 186 n. 1): cfr. le giuste obiezioni di L. Morelti nella recensione su
/l;tenae«OT n. s. 64 (1986) 251.
'' L'articolo di J. Servais, "Herodote et la chronologic des CypsfiUdes," AC 38 (1969) 28-81
dimostra paradossalmente proprio con la sua lunghezza quanto sia costoso accettare Sosicrate
contro Erodoto, soprattutto quando per sostenere la cronologia alta si deve operare un
pesantissimo intervento testuale (cfr. pp. 77-78; ad es. assurdo appare U confronto con Hdt. V
56 nella n. 92 a p. 69) su un passo di Erodoto (IE 48, 1) tramandato compattamente da tutla la
tradizione manoscritta (cfr. I'ottima ediz. di H. Rosfin, Herodotus, Historiae, I [Lipsiae 1987]
284). n testo trSdito di Hdt. HI 48 in effetli non contraddice Plu. De Herodoti malignit. 22
perche Plu. usa yeveoi non nell'accezione convenzionale della storiografia ionica antica ( = un
terzo di secolo, cfr. Hdt. H 142. 2 ed U comm. di W. W. How-J. Wells, op cit. I p. 440), bensi
nell'accezione generica per indicare il fatto che non i nonni, non i loro figli, ma i figli dei loro
figli agirono contro i Sami e definire quindi un lasso di tempo che puo essere non superiore ad
una cinquantina di anni circa: che questa sia I'interpretazione da dare al passo plutarcheo e
dimostrato dal confronto (sfuggito, mi sembra, agli studiosi) fra Hdt. n 134 e Plu. De sera
numin. vind. 557A (xpixxi . . . yEveot). n fatto che Hdt. I 70 collochi la vicenda del cratere
sotto Creso ed in IQ 48 coUochi questa stessa vicenda approssimativamente (Kaxa xov a-oTov
Xpovov) neUo stesso periodo in cui Periandro invi6 i fanciuUi ad Aliatte, indica che queste due
vicende si sono svolte, secondo Erodoto, negli anni di transizione tra Aliatte e Creso: ad es. nel
573/2 era ancora re Aliatte, nel 571 era gii re Creso (v. sopra). Questa delimitazione del
Xp6vo(; in Hdt. I 70 e EI 48 e confermata da HI 47 in cui e detto che un anno prima di rapire il
cratere i Sami avevano rapito la corazza che Amasi di Egitto aveva inviato agli spartani: e
Amasi era re, secondo Erodoto, dal 574-70 circa (cfr. i dati in S. S. Maikianos, art. cit., p.6 n.
23). Plutarco quindi dice che i nipoti nel 525 circa (data sicura, cfr. Servais p. 62) vendicarono
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il vantaggio di rispettare la compattezza della tradizione manoscritta erodotea
in quel luogo, di far concordare Erodoto con s6 stesso e con Plutarco e anche
di far concordare Plutarco con sfe stesso dato che nel Convivium septem
sapientium egli considera appunto Periandro ancora attivo nel 563 (data che
si ricava, come abbiamo visto, dalla presenza di Esopo che poco dopo
morira a Delfi). Del resto si puo senz'altro pensare che anche per la
cronologia dei Cipselidi Plutarco avesse a disposizione una fondamentale
documentazione delfica dato che Cipselo, il fondatore della dinastia, ebbe
strettissimi rapporti politico-religiosi col santuario: I'oracolo sostenne ai
suoi albori la sua tirannide illuminata chiamandolo PaoiA.etx;'"^ e Plutarco,
proprio alia fine del Convivium e nel De Pythiae oraculis f399F) si
sofferma sul significato della famosa palma di bronzo dedicata da Cipselo a
Delfi'*' a memoria del suo legame col dio.
In conclusione si puo affemiare che il contesto in cui Plutarco colloca
la figura di Esopo nel De sera numinis vindicta e nel Convivium ha tutti i
caratteri della storicita, risale a fonti fra le piu antiche a lui disponibili
(Erodoto e gli hypomnemata delfici) e comunque preellenistiche e dimostra
quanto arbitrario sia fare un qualsiasi paragone fra lo spirito di queste
testimonianze storico-biografiche plutarchee e lo spirito del bios esopico
quale risulta dal tardo Romanzo (v. sopra, ad es. Dcfradas): basti pensare
che nel romanzo non c'6 nessuna menzione di figure quali Solone o gli altri
famosi uomini politici e sophoi contemporanei di Esopo (Biante, Pittaco,
ecc), il re Creso non e contemporaneo di Ahmose II (Amasi) ma di
Nectanebo, contemporaneo di Alessandro Magno ed ha un ruolo essenziale
un re Lykoros di Babilonia mai esistito. In Plutarco invece abbiamo
scarsissime notizie storiche, solo quelle che I'erudito di Cheronea poteva su
buon'"- ed antiche basi considerare sicure e sono, non a caso, come si e visto,
notizie connesse con la presenza di Esopo nella Grecia continental, tra
Corinto e Delfi e con le gravi conseguenze della sua ingiusta morte.
I'offesa subita dai nonni alia fine del regno di Aliane. Erodoto invece con yEvex\ Jipotepov
segnala solo genericamente che I'offesa era slata fatta (yevonEvov) alia generazione che era adulta
e matura piu di un terzo di secolo prima deUa spedizione e la data piil precisa la da con U
sincronismo che segue (xaxa 6e tov aiitov xpovov . . . ) col quale rimanda, come si e detto,
alia fine del regno di Aliatte (egli non accelta, evidentemente, la versione dei fatti data dagli
accusati stessi, i Sami, che, come e delto in I 70, datavano la vicenda ai tempi della caduta di
Sardi, per Hdt. Q 557 circa, vedi sopra). Cfr. invece la lunga discussione di Servais, pp. 62-79
(le ragioni grammaticali e sintattiche non convincono: YEveji e infatti ben altro che un dativo di
tempo, cfr. Rosen, nota ad toe. e xov Kp. rfi apn. non puo essere espunto perche perfettamente
erodoteo, cfr. Hdt. m 47, 1 p. 284, 3 Rosen).
^Cfr. Hdt. V 92 e2 e N.G.L. Hammond in CA}fl JR 3 (1982) 345; S. I. Oost, "Cypselus
the Bacchiad," CPh 67(1972) 21 sgg.; J. B. Salmon, op. cit., 219.
^' Cfr. W. Deonna, "L'ex-voto de Kypselos a Delphes: le symbolisme du palmier et des
grenouilles," Rev. Hist. Rel. 140 (1951) 52-53 che nota quanto la simbologia politica dell'ex-
voto del tiranno iUuminato sia vicina alio spirito di una delle favole di piu sicura origine
esopica.
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Proprio la scarsezza di questi dati, peraltro storicamente precisi e dettagliati,
dimostra che anche davanti ad Esopo e agli altri sophoi Plutarco si pone
con quella stessa tipica attitudine di biografo ed erudito che, in casi piii
fortunati, nei quali le fonti erano molto piii generose, come per il bios di
Solone, costituisce a tutt'oggi il pii valido aiuto per ricostniire le tipologie
della Sophia morale e politica della Grecia preclassica.''^
II) Nel passo del De sera numinis vindicta citato sopra, Plutarco
afferma esplicitamente che Esopo giunse a Delfi come inviato di Creso e
con un duplice incarico, uno religioso,"*^ nei riguardi del santuario e del dio,
I'altro politico-diplomatico nei riguardi del cittadini di Delfi. Plutarco
sottolinea che Esopo realizzo la parte religiosa della sua missione, rendendo
al dio I'omaggio dovuto, non realizzo invece la transazione politico-
diplomatica: infatti a seguito di un violento dissidio con i cittadini,
I'inviato di Creso rimando indietro tutti i cospicui donativi a Sardi con la
motivazione che coloro ai quali erano destinati si erano rivelati del tutto
indegni di riceverli.''^ Dalla somma di questi scami dati si puo dedurre che
Plutarco riteneva notizie storicamente fondate: a) che Esopo nell'ultima fase
della sua vita fu politicamente legato al basileus lidio''^ ed intrattenne per
suo conto rapporti ad alto livello con reaM politico-religiose della Grecia
centrale (Corinto e Delfi); b) che il sophos orientale fu condannato a morte
in seguito ad uno scontro con una collettivita di cittadini ipolis, come dice
Plutarco stesso nella sua risposta a Timone, v. sopra) e che nessun ruolo
specifico ebbero i sacerdoti o il santuario. Conviene osservare inoltre che il
dissidio fra Esopo e la polis di Delfi suppone, come del resto h confermato
•^Cfr. ad es. Plu. Sol. 3, 6-8 e M. L. Paladini, "La Iradizione dei Sette Savi e la Vita di
Solone," REG 69 (1956) 397-98; A. Wardman, Plutarch's Lives (London 1974) 198 sgg.
"" Questo precise scopo e confermato anche da Sept. Sap. 150A.
^ Plutarco purtroppo non ci dice niente suUe cause del dissidio perche la narrazione di
Timone ha tutt'altro scopo. Tuttavia, stando alle notizie fomite dall'importante POxy. 1800 (v.
sopra), Esopo avrebbe accusato apertamente i cittadini di essere nient'altro che parassili che
vivevano alle spalle dei devoti che si recavano al santuario. Questa stessa versione dei fatti e
soitintesa anche dall'arcaizzante ed erudito Giambo I di Callimaco (Call. la. 1 26-27) come spiega
lo scolio a<i /oc. restituitoci da un papiro del 11° sec. d.C.,/'S/IX 1094 (cfr. schol.adfr. 191,26
Pf., p. 165). Un altro aspetto del dissidio tra Esopo ed i cittadini di Delfi si coglie nel Giambo
n di Callimaco ifr. 192, 14 Pf.) dove si dice che Aiaowto^ 6 Iap8iriv6(; (cioe proveniente da
Sardi) racconto ai Delfi una favola (che essi non ascoltarono con piacere) secondo la quale gli
uomini rtoXijuuGoi Kai XdXoi hanno erediuio la loquacila dagli asini, dai cani e dagli altri
animali.
'"Cfr. anche Plu. Sol. 28, 1 dove si dice che Creso fece chiamare Esopo a Sardi
evidentemente perche era venuto a conoscenza della sua fama di sophos. La differenza di
attitudine fra I'orientale Esopo e I'attico Solone nei riguardi della monarchia lidia e ben rivelata
dall'aneddoto, probabUmente storico, narrato in Sol. 28, 1. Una tarda eco deUa fonte antica cui
attingeva Plutarco si ha xidMexcerplum da Diodoro Siculo (D. S. DC 28): cfr. B. Snell, Leben
und Meinungen derSieben Weisen (Munchen 1952) 91 che stranamente dJ la precedenza a D.S.
(che la fonte fosse in questo case Eforo non e dimostrabile).
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dalla testimonianza di Callimaco (v. sopra), che Esopo avesse parlato
davanti ai cittadini svolgendo una demegoria.
E' facile vedere quanto poco questi scarni ma precisi dati si concilino
con "I'esprit populaire et frondeur" che J. Defradas intravedeva neiresopo di
Plutarco o con la "cultura laica e popolare" di cui parlano mold studiosi di
favolistica esopica o ancora con il supposto Esopo "antiapoUineo" che
intravedono coloro che hanno preso in considerazione solo il tardo Romanzo
ed anzi una sola fra le due redazioni, quella di G. che e piii ricca di
interpolazioni tardoantiche."'*
Ill) Plutarco h ben a conoscenza della tradizione storica tramandata da
Hdt. II 134 secondo la quale Esopo fu schiavo a Samo: lo dicono sia
Diogeniano sia Timone nei due passi su citati del De Pythiae oraculis
(400E) e del De sera numinis vindicta (557A); in quest'ultimo e ricordato
Idmon (o ladmon) "nipote di coloro che avevano comprato Esopo a Samo."
Due frammenti della Costituzione dei Sami di Aristotele, uno tramandatoci
dal compendio di Eraclide Lembo,'^'' I'altro da uno scolio ad Aristofane,''^
confermano la storicita della schiavitu di Esopo a Samo e aggiungono due
importanti nolizie: che egli fu liberato da Idmon e che divenne famoso
raccontando pubblicamente ai Sami un logos. Come ha ben notato il
Sarkady,'*' il fatto che Aristotele parlasse di Esopo in un trattato storico-
politico indica gia di per se stesso che il favolista dopo che fu liberato ebbe
un qualche ruolo pubblico e politico nella vita di Samo. Ed in effetti in un
famoso passo della retorica di Aristotele, in cui si parla dell'impiego politico
del logos di animali (Rhet. II 20, 1393*', 22 sgg.), Esopo STinTiyoprav ev
la^io) narra una favola squisitamente politica, quella della volpe e della
zecche, e paragona un demagogo^" ricco ad una zecca grossa e ben pasciuta:
•* Significativa soprattulto la tranazione dell'argomento data da B. E. Perry nell'Introd. a
Babrius and Phaedrus, cit., pp. XL sgg. (cfr. in particolare la n. 1 a p. XLI). Lo studioso accetta
I'assurda tesi di A.Wiechers, Aesop in Delphi (Meisenheim am Glan 1961) il quale a sua volla
basa le sue deduzioni solo sulla recensione G del Romanzo di Esopo. A. La Penna nell'articolo
su Athenaeum del 1962, su cil., rifiuta giustamente (p. 277, n. 33) la tesi del Wiechers ma parla
poi (p. 278) di "anticlericalismo esopico" e di "satira contro i preti parassiti in cui gia allora si
esprimeva la protesta di ceti umili
. . .
" D passo del De sera numinis vind. di Plutarco non e
commentate, a quanto mi risulta, da nessuno studioso. La prima attestazione della ostilita tra
Esopo e gli iepcii; di Delfi si ha nel IV° secolo, in una declamazione di Libanio (vol. V pp. 118,
15-119, 1 Foerster) che dimostra comunque come siano di epoca ancora piu tarda le
interpolazioni della recensione G riguardanti I'ostilita di Apollo per Esopo.
''Fr. 61 1. 33 Rose ( = Heracl. Umb.fr. 33 DUts).
^ Cfr. schol. vet. in /Iv 47 1 ( = Arist. fr. 473 Rose).
"' Art. cit. (sopra, n. 20) 9-10.
^^ L'uso del termine "demagogo" fatto da Aristotele per realta politiche del VIIAT secolo e
probabilmente anacronistico e non puo avere tutte le valenze che gli erano proprie nella realta
ateniese tra quinto e quarto secolo: demagogos per I'epoca preclassica pu6 indicare infatti solo un
membro deU'aristocrazia o dell'oligarchia che cerca di prevalere sugli altri concorrenti al potere
appoggiandosi a larghi settori del demos. A conferma di cio si noti che in Arist. Pol. 1310b,
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e meglio per il popolo essere comandato da una zecca sola e per di piii ben
pasciuta che, uccisa questa, essere assalito da molte zecche magre ed avide di
sangue; un logos che ben esprime il modo amaro e pragmatico con cui il
sophos orientale guardava alia realty politica delle citt^ ioniche caratterizzata
da continui sommovimenti e staseis. Plutarco conosceva bene anche questa
attivit^ demegorica di Esopo a Samo, come dimostra I'uso che fa di questa
favola nell'An sent res publ. ger. sit 790C.
I dati storici della schiavitii e della attivita pubblica e politica a Samo
che Plutarco poteva acquisire da testimonianze autorevoli come Erodoto e
Aristotele (e certo anche da altre fonti ancora) ci inducono a ribadire che n6
in Plutarco ne in alcuna fonte storica antica c'e il minimo accenno al fatto
che la schiavitii di Esopo implicasse una sua provenienza da ceti popolari o
un suo particolare coinvolgimento in problemi riguardanti i ceti piti umili.
In Plutarco e nelle sue fonti la schiavitii di Esopo rimane un puro fatto
biografico che rivesti un ruolo giuridico-finanziario nell'annosa e complessa
vicenda giudiziaria che segui alia morte del favolista. I punti di contatto
deiresopo del tardo Romanzo con la tipologia dello schiavo della commedia
attica ed il contrasto, tipico nel Romanzo, della "rudimentale filosofia dello
schiavo con la filosofia del padrone, cioe con la filosofia aulica
tradizionale,"^' sono caratteristiche del tutto assenti dal^sopo di Plutarco o
di Erodoto o di Aristotele e sono da ritenersi invenzione novellistica di eta
imperiale priva di qualisiasi base storica. Non va infatti dimenticato che
Erodoto chiama Esopo XoyoTioioi;, un termine che implicava di per se una
persona colta, attiva culturalmente con scritti in prosa: cosi ad es. nel
medesimo passo (EI 134-35) Erodoto parla di laTtcpoui; xfi^ nouooTioiot) e di
A{0(B7to\) -cot) Xo-^onoxov) ed in vari luoghi nei quali e menzionato il
prosatore Ecateo di Mileto egli e definito A-oyojioioq come Esopo.^^
Aristofane nell'importante passo di Av. All racconta un antico logos
esopico a sfondo cosmogonico (assente, si noti, da tutte le tarde raccolte
esopiche a noi giunte) e definisce "incolto" (duaGriq) chi non lo conosce.^^
Lo scoliasta (schol. vet., ad loc.) qualche secolo dopo non poteva fare a
meno di richiamare I'attenzione dei suoi lettori, abituati ormai ad un Esopo
ben diverso, sul fatto che, ai tempi di Aristofane, tov Xoyonoiov Aioconov
6ia o7to\)5fi(; eixov.^'' A questa antica tradizione toma Plutarco quando in
29-31 e 1315b, 27 e chiamato demagogos Cipselo di Corinto. Cfr. le importanti precisazioni al
riguardo di S. I. Oost, "Cypselus the Bacchiad," cit., pp. 19-20.
" A. La Penna, "n romanzo di Esopo," cit., 300-03.
"Cfr. Hdt. n 143; V 36 e 125. Vedi anche M.N0jgaard, La fable antique, I (Kobenhavn
1964) 454 e G. F. Nieddu, "Testo, scrittura, libro neUa Grecia arcaica e classica," S <4 C 8
(1984) 216-17 e 255. II termine erodoteo logopoios era applicato ad Esopo anche dal biografo
peripatetico Ermippo, ap. D. L. I 3, 72.
^^ Cfr. M. N0jgaard, op. cit., 474.
^ L'antica prosa gnomica e politica di Esopo impemiata sull'impiego didattico del logos di
animali doveva in effetti avere finalita e scopi mollo seri ed impegnati, il che non esclude
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Sol. 28, 1 rende ad Esopo il titolo erodoteo di logopoios e considera I'ex-
schiavo un personaggio culturalmente tanto rappresentativo da poter essere
diventato consigliere e collaboratore di un sovrano orientale.
E' ben nolo che nell'antichitli, in seguito a guerre, rappresaglie ed azioni
di pirateria^^ potevano cadere in schiavitu persone di ogni ceto sociale, da
umili artigiani a personaggi dei piu alti ranghi.^^ In un'epoca come il VII"-
Vr secolo a. C. la mancanza di omogeneit^ del fenomeno schiavitii dal
punto di vista sociale con il conseguente diverso esito delle storie di singoli
prigionieri, cui un mercato cinico quanto altamente selettivo poteva aprire
insospettate possibilita di realizzare in terra straniera le proprie doti
personali, rendono estremamente verosimili storicamente e socialmente
vicende come quella del logopoios Esopo, personaggio colto e percio di
ceto elevato, proveniente da zone fortemente ellenizzate come la Tracia
costiera o la Frigia^^ e trapiantato a Samo, uno dei centri piii vivaci della
cultura ionica. Per le ragioni appena dette e per la accertabile assenza di
concentrazioni massicce di schiavi nel quadro politicamente vario e
frammentato delle poleis dell'Asia Minore tra il vn° ed il VF secolo a. C. e
sicuramente anacronistica I'ipotesi che al tempo di Esopo esistesse qualcosa
come una "visione della vita elaborata dagli schiavi e dai reietti" (v. sopra)
della quale il favolista sarebbe stato interprete privilegiato. Sia I'Esopo delle
piu antiche fonti storiche, sia I'Esopo fortemente arcaizzante di Plutarco,
sembrano contraddire un simile punto di vista.
naturalmenle che la fmalita seria potesse talora essere raggiunta con una satira ed un'ironia che
potevano arrivare fino al YeXoiov. Del resto, come ha ben chiarito R. S. Falkowitz, la storia
della favola di animali nel Vicino Oriente era semprc stata legata alia cultura scritta, alia scuola,
alia didattica, alia retorica (e quindi, per forza di cose, a ceti socialmente elevati) e niente aveva a
che fare con le strutture delJa cultura orale e del folklore (cfr. The Sumerian Rhetoric Collections
(Winona Lake, Indiana, 1984) 4-5 e id. in Entretiens HardI 30 (1984) 1-2). Da questo punto di
vista e eliminato I'ostacolo ad una "prosa esopica" nel VI secolo che intravedeva B. E. Perry nel
su cit. Babrius and Phaedrus, Introd. p. XXXVI. Per una coUocazione del genere dei logoi
esopici all'intemo di una "tradition savante, scolaire" fm dai tempi della Grecia arcaica, cfr. gli
interessanti ed originali intervenli di M. N0jgaard e di M. Lasserre in Entretiens Hardi XXX
(1984) 29-32. Giusta, anche se imprecisa in qualche dettaglio, la prospettiva di C. Wendel, Die
griechisch-romische Buchbeschreibung verglichen mit der des Vorderen Orients (Halle-Saale
1949)79-80.
^' I Sami erano famosi per la pirateria, cfr. J. M. Cook, The Greeks in Ionia and the East
(London 1962) 90. In particolare nel VI" secolo gli lawan (loni) sono menzionati da fonti
orientali come noti mercanti di schiavi, cfr. T.F.R.G. Braun. "The Greeks in the Near East," in
CA//2in3(1982)14.
'* Cfr. ad es. proprio per i tempi di Esopo, I'importante censimento di prigionieri di guerra su
tavolette babHonesi degli armi 595-70: vedi T.F.R.G. Braun, op.cit., 22.
" SuUa provenienza di Esopo cfr. la documenlazione completa in B. E. Peny, Aesopica, cit.,
test. 4-6. Secondo una antica tradizione (Hdt. Vn 73) i Frigi provenivano daUa Tracia. Cfr.
comunque Chr. Danoff s.v. Thrake in *:/. Pauly V (1979), col. 779, 34 sgg.: G. Neumann s.v.
Phryger, ibid. IV (1979), col. 823, 2 sgg. e T. J. Dunbabin, The Greeks and their Eastern
Neighbours (London 1957) 64 sgg.
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11 contesto nel quale la sophia esopica viene collocata nel Convivium
septem sapientium h una utile riprova di quanto ho fin qui esposto.
L'operetta, sicuramente plutarchca,^* h ben lontana dall'essere una
divagazione novellistica,^' ma rappresenta anzi un tour deforce filologico e
storico col quale Plutarco cerca di recuperare tra le antiche tradizioni della
Grecia preclassica i contomi precisi della sophia arcaica greco-orientale: in
essa i TipopA-Tnia-ca PaoiXiKOL (cfr. 146E; 152F), le epoj-trioEK; Kal
dnoKpCoEK; (153B-D), le oocpCaq ayLxXKax (151B), le (XTtopCai degli antichi
agoni poetici (153F), gli aivCYnaxa (148D; 154B), il logos esopico
(164B), le antiche massime delfiche (164B-C), gli animali e le piante
simboliche del memoriale di Cipselo (164A), assumevano valenze politiche
e moraU il cui ricordo si era poi in gran parte perduto nella Grecia classica ed
ellenistica. L'opera non ha, e non potrebbe avere, la compattezza strutturale
della narrazione inventata,^" proprio perche h costituita in tutti i suoi
particolari da frammenti che Plutarco ha pazientemente raccolto dalle piii
varie, antiche ed attendibili fonti che aveva a disposizione. Fin dall'inizio il
lettore viene messo di fronte alia problematicit^ della ricostruzione storico-
fUoIogica (cfr. 146B) e l'operetta, rivolta sicuramente ad un pubblico dotto,*'
e scandita da una sottile e continua sensibility per I'autentico, il genuino, il
documentato.^2 \ personaggi piu peregrini sono corredati da scame notizie
storico-biografiche, le poche che Plutarco poteva reperire e considerare
attendibiU: da Nilosseno di Naucrati (146E) ad Ardalo di Troezene (150A) a
Chersia, poeta di corte dei Cipselidi (156F), a Mnesifilo amico di Solone
(154C), niente di novellistico ma solo I'occasione per porre un problema,
chiarire una questione, autenticare una tradizione e completare un mosaico di
antica cultura ellenica. E tutto converge verso il finale scandito da vicende
(Arione, Enalo, Cipselo) legate al dio di Delfi ed alia glorificazione di quel
'* Vedi J. Defradas in Plutarque. Oeuvres morales, H (Paris 1985) 169-73 e K. Ziegler, s.v.
Plularchos von Chair, in RE 21. 1 (1951), coU. 881-85.
^' Cosi il WUamowitz in "Zu Plutarchs Gastmahl . . .," cit. 196-98 ( = Kl. Schrift. m, cit.,
1 17 sgg.). J. Defradas in Plutarque, Oeuvres mor., U, cit., p. 1 88 nega che Pluurco abbia avuto
in quest'opera inlenzioni di storico: ma, come abbiamo vislo, il contesto storico e cronologico
del Convivium non e affatto imprecise e tantomeno impossibile e novellistico (v. le obiezioni di
Defradas, ibid. 170 sg.). Anche K. Ziegler, s.v. Plularchos, op. cit., col. 883, 40 sgg., afferma
che lo scopo di quest'opera e puramente "kiinsUerisch" e "rhetorisch-sophistisch." Recenlemente
pero S.J.D. Aalders in "Political Thought in Plutarch's Convivium Septem Sapientium,"
Mnemosyne 30 (1977) 30 pur ribadendo che Solone, Amasi, Creso, Periandro non potevano
essere contemporanei, ritiene che Plutarco abbia "seriously tried to put this dialogue in its
historical setting."
^ Cfr. K. Ziegler, art. oil., col. 883, 27 sgg. e J. Defradas, op.cU.. 173.
*' Ad es. Amasi e nominate a{^na in 151B mentre nelll'introduzione 146E-F, dove si parla
di Nilosseno di Naucrati e della sua missione, Plutarco sotlintende che i suoi lettori sappiano che
il re di cui si parla e Amasi, mai menzionato esplicitamente.
*^ Cfr. ad es. 147B (detto attribuito a Pitlaco invece che a Talete), 151F (rifiuto della
tradizione del dissidio tra Solone e Chilone), oppure le considerazioni sulla differenza fra
I'impossibile e I'insolito e fra U jtapaXoyov ed il 7[apd6o5ov che concludono la discussione
sulle vicende di Arione e di Enalo (163D).
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santuario che tanto ruolo aveva avuto nel custodire e diffondere le piu tipiche
espressioni delle sophia del sesto secolo, le famose massime dei sophoi.
Sicche ha ragione lo Ziegler ad accostare il Convivium ad un'opera come il
De Pythiae oraculis che peraltro, come abbiamo visto, e da collocare negli
ultimi anni della vecchiaia di Plutarco." In un'opera di questo genere,
concepita dall'autore come un condensate di antichi messaggi culturali, e
significativo che il sophos mariire di Delfi abbia un ruolo consistente e
certo non di secondo piano: la dotta disquisizione sulle tre principali
massime delfiche che conclude I'opera (164C) non h affidata a Solone o a
Biante o a Chilone, ma ad Esopo, ed e nel Convivium (158B) che leggiamo
la pii densa lode della sophia esopica definita Kaki\, tioikIXti,
jtoXt)Y?icooao<; ed affme alia sophia dell'antichissimo Esiodo, che con il
logos di animali ammoniva i basileis. Attraverso il contrasto fra Esopo e
lo scita Anacarsi, Plutarco sottolinea I'appartenenza di Esopo alia sofisticata
cultura greco-anatolica e la sua estraneitk ad alcuni aspetti tipici delle culture
barbariche: ad Anacarsi che rifiuta la raffinata ed antica arte del flauto
Esopo risponde con un dotto ed allusivo verso di Cleobulina sul flauto
frigio (I50F) ed in 155A il favolista scherza sul fatto che il sapiente scita
consideri virtu I'essere senza casa e I'abitare in un carro. Sono passi
significativi Dhe fanno capire quanto questo antico logopoios che vive alia
corte di un re orientale ed e ben integrato nella cultura greca contemporanea
(alia fine del Convivium cita ad es. tre versi di Omero) sia lontano
dall'Esopo schiavo cinicheggiante delle raccolle favolistiche di eta imperiale
o del tardo Romanzo. Possiamo supporre che il dotto di Cheronea avesse
fonti antiche e precise che gli permettevano di dare ad Esopo quello che era
di Esopo e ad Anacarsi quello che era di Anacarsi. E' cosi che Plutarco, con
la sua ricerca erudita sull'arcaico genere sapienziale dei JipopA.Ti|iaTa e delle
dnopCai (I46E; 152F; 153F) ci permette di recuperare, dietro a due prolissi
e grotteschi episodi della parte samia del Romanzo di Esopo, la antica fonte
storico-biografica poi deformata dal tardo romanziere: Biante di Priene
aveva risposto alle domande del faraone Amasi (cfr. I46F e 15IB-D) come
poi I'immaginario e farsesco Esopo del tardo bios (cfr. V. Aes. 51-55 e 68-
73 GW) rispondeva al padrone Xanto ed agli scholastikoi di Samo.^ Cosi,
sempre nel Convivium, un episodio che nell'eterogenea raccolta esopica
fedriana vede protagonista Esopo (Phaedr. Ill 3) risulta in realty derivato da
antiche notizie storico-biografiche su Talete e Periandro, come dimostra
Plutarco in 149C-E. Tutte queste costanti e sottili rettifiche erudite inserite
con magistrale nonchalance nell'animata cornice del Convivium rivelano con
quanto rigore, in ogni capitolo di questa breve opera, Plutarco cerchi di
seguire le tracce piu autentiche della sophia del sesto secolo. Nell'ottica
*' Cfr. K. Ziegler. art. cit., col. 884. 62 sgg.
** Cfr. H. Zeitz, "Der Aesoproman und seine Geschichte," Aegyplus 16 (1936) 242 e A. La
Penna, "D romanzo di Esopo," ciL, 294.
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plutarchea Esopo non ha un ruolo nd minore n6 subordinate a quello degli
altri sophoi:^^ come loro e particolarmente interessato alia meditazione di
problemi morali e politici apparendoci cost in perfetta continuita con la
figura del logopoios politicamente attivo di cui parlava Aristotele nelle
Costituzioni di Samo e di Delfi. La valenza politico-morale della
simbologia tratta dal mondo animale h un leit-motif di questa opera nella
quale sono ricordate o narrate per esteso favole esopiche^^e rievocate
discussion! politiche nepl -cwv Gripicov durante antiche riunioni conviviali:*''
alia fine dell'opera, poi, i convitati chiedono al dotto poeta Chersia di
spiegare cosa simboleggino le numerose rane del monumento di Cipselo e
Plutarco poco dopo (164A-B) ci fa sapere che Chersia aveva lodato i logoi
di Esopo per il loro stretto rapporto con le massime di Delfi. Attraverso
questa attenta panoramica sul simbolo animale nella Grecia pre-classica, dal
logos esopico alia discussione politica al monumento pubblico alia poesia
impegnata, Plutarco ricostruisce, in maniera frammentaria ma suggestiva, i
contomi di un antico genere sapienziale e fa risorgere un Esopo del quale,
dopo Aristotele, si erano perse le tracce. Nessuna meraviglia quindi che
nella parte centrale del Convivium. dedicata alia trattazione politica sul buon
govemo, Esopo intervenga ed esprima il suo parere discutendo da pari a pari
con Solone e gli altri. Semmai e significativo che, essendo il coUoquio
articolato in due tempi, prima Tiepl PaaiXeiai;, poi iiEpl Sri^oKpaTiaq,
Esopo intervenga solo nella prima parte. In 152B, dopo che Solone, Biante
e gli altri sophoi hanno espresso il loro parere sul miglior PaoiXe-uq Kal
Tvpavvoi;** inducendo il loro ospite Periandro nel piu profondo sconforto,
^ Mi riferisco sopratmno al punto di vista di Wilamowitz e Defradas riportato all'inizio di
questo lavoro. In 150A il modo di sedersi a tavola di Esopo rispetto a quello di Solone sta ad
indicare usanze diverse (Esopo vive in Lidia) e non differenzia, come vorrebbe Defradas (cfr.
Plutarque, Oeuvres, ciL, 329) lo schiavo Esopo dall'uomo libera Solone: Esopo infatti era
ormai gia da tempo libero e famoso e, come Plutarco sottolinea proprio in questo passo, si
trovava presso Periandro investito di una importante missione politico-diplomatica. Anche
nella battuta con la quale Chilone conclude la favola narrata da Esopo, non c'e nessuna aUusione
ad una bassa condizione sociale del favolista (cfr. Defradas, ibid., 329) bensi un modo arguto di
esprimere la differenza fra due generi sapienziali affmi: Chilone dice scherzosamente ad Esopo
che con il suo logos colorito ha espresso "lentamente" quello che si poteva dire in due sole
parole, yvoiGi oauTov (cfr. D.S. IX 10, 1). Anche il breve logos esopico e per Chilone
Ppa5\)q rispetto alia PpaxuXoyia AaKcoviiofi (cfr. PI. Prot. 343a e Plu. De Pythiae orac. 29,
400E). Cfr. invece la interpretazione di Wilamowitz in Kl. SchriftJR, cit., p. 134.
* Cfr. 150A-B (I'indicazione geografica A\)86<; e un tratto arcaico, cfr. ad es. Semon./r. 9
West), 150F, 155B, 156A, 157B; per le favole in 150F e 157B Plutarco e U nostro unico
lestimone (sulla favola esopica arcaica tomero in un prossimo lavoro).
^ Cfr. 147B. Si ricordi I'antico famoso skolion attico in PMG fr. 892 Page. L'uso continub
a lungo, cfr. la scherzosa rievocazione di Aristoph. Vesp. 1258.
^ Si noti I'accostamento arcaizzante dei due termini che corrisponde bene al fatto che la
discussione awiene davanti a Periandro, figlio di Cipselo, tiranno-re (cfr. quanto notato in
proposito piii sopra e N.G.L. Hammond in CAW^ HI 3 [1982] 348): non mi sembra che "the
difference between PaaiXevq and tiipavvo? . . . plays a considerable role in the Convivium,"
come vorrebbe Aalders, art. cit, p. 33.
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Esopo interviene in difesa di Periandro rimproverandoli perche invece di
essere (j-u|iPo\)A.oi sono KaxTiyopoi xfiiv apxovuov: emerge quindi ancora
una volta dietro al logopoios il consigliere e collaboratore di un sovrano, lo
stesso che in Sol. 28, 1 spiega aH'uomo politico ateniese che con i re
bisogna roq TiKioxa fi ox; TiSioxa 6|iiXew. Poco dopo, sempre in 152B,
Esopo rimprovera Solone per non aver preso su di s6 il govemo di Atene
quando I'oracolo di Delfi glielo aveva suggerito e per questa via Plutarco ci
da anche I'opinione che Esopo aveva sulla migliore forma di governo per
una polis.^^ La totale estraneit^ del sapiente greco-orientale Esopo al
problema della SrnioKpaxia e dimostrato con un argomento e silentio:
Esopo e completamenle assente nella seconda parte della discussione (cfr.
154D-E).
Se consideriamo questa testimonianza plutarchea unitamente agli indizi
che ci dk la favola che, secondo Artist. Rhet II 20 (v.sopra), Esopo narrd
5rinTiYopfi)v Ev Zdnq), possiamo ricostruire una visione politica certo
frammentaria per la scarsita dei dati, ma coerente con la personality di un
sophos che aveva lasciato il movimentato mondo ionico per rimanere alia
corte di un sovrano e diventare suo attivo collaboratore. II logos di Samo
vede un demos destinato ad essere sempre in balia di avide zecche, i
demagoghi: se ne ammazza una sar^ assalito subito dalle altre. L'Esopo del
Convivium auspica per la polls il govemo di uno solo e considera compito
dei sophoi essere oiSpouXoi e non KaTTiyopoi di chi chiede il loro aiuto per
meglio govemare. Questo stesso Esopo, collaboratore di Creso e difensore
di Periandro, fu ingiustamente ucciso a Delfi in seguito ad un grave dissidio
con la polls: e quanto severamente Plutarco nel De sera numinls vindicta
condanni questo atto I'abbiamo visto. A questo Esopo, non a Chilone o a
Biante, Plutarco fa concludere il Convivium con una disquisizione sulla
presenza dei temi delle massime delfiche in Omero: un omaggio alia
saggezza morale e politica del logopoios ed alia sua cultura greca.
11 rigore filologico e storico e cronologico col quale questi dati sono
presentati da Plutarco ci impedisce di pensare che in tutto ci6 ci sia qualcosa
che Plutarco non potesse convalidare con le sue fonti. Non solo:
I'antichita di questo Esopo e dimostrabile, mi sembra, anche per altra via,
con un passo che non e plutarcheo, che e di molti secoli prima e che si
illumina di luce nuova se Esopo era cosl come Plutarco, fedele alle sue
fonti, ce lo ha presentato. Si tratta del famoso inizio del Fedone platonico
in cui si dice che Socrate in prigione, nei giomi che precedettero la sua
morte, compose un inno ad Apollo e mise in versi to\)<; tou Aioranou
Xoyovc, (Phaed. 60d-61b): a questa attivit^ si dedicd Socrate mentre gli
*' Cfr. 152D TtoXiv . . . ol'ei Kata xov 9e6v apiora npdxxeiv Tf)v evo? dKOiioucav.
Plutarco, sacerdote di Delfi e sostenitore della politica imperiale, sembra stare dalla pane di
Esopo, come dimostra il modo con cui il diniego di Solone e commentato in Plu. Sol. 14. 4
(cfr. Aalders, arLcit., p. 38 ed in generale C. P. Jones, Plutarch and Rome (Oxford 1971] 1 12-
13).
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Ateniesi erano a Delo a rendere omaggio ad Apollo; al ritomo della nave da
Delo la condanna a morte doveva essere eseguita (cfr. ibid. 59d; 61a). A
Cebete che per conto del poeta Eveno di Paro chiede al condannato perche
abbia scelto di scrivere Tcoirmaxa su Apollo e su argomcnti esopici Socrate
risponde che lo ha fatto obbedendo ad una sollecitazione del dio stesso:™ e
prima ha composto I'inno (61b), poi le favole, sicch6 I'inno ad Apollo
appare proemio (60d) alle favole, a loro strettamente legato."" La critica si e
sempre trovata in imbarazzo davanti a questo passo. Perch6 Socrate prima di
morire per mano degli ateniesi si e occupato di logoi esopici?''^ E perch6
questo strano abbinamento dei logoi con un inno ad Apollo? Se pensiamo
all'Esopo ricostruibile attraverso la testimonianza plutarchea il passo del
Fedone assume una intensa e precisa allusivita in ogni suo particolare.
Socrate, che dal dio di Delfi era stato riconosciuto sapiente (cfr. PI. Apol.
21a), manda alia polis che lo ha condannato a morte un messaggio attraverso
i logoi di quel sophos che anch'egli da una polis fu condannato a morte.
Mentre gli ateniesi sono a Delo a rendere omaggio al dio, Socrate con I'inno
e con i logoi di Esopo assimila la sua situazione a quella dell'antico
logopoios che rese omaggio al dio di Delfi e con amari logoi (v. sopra)
denuncid la corruzione della polis. Apollo punl gravemente i Delfi per la
morte del sophos Esopo: cosa far^ per la morte di Socrate?^^ Se, come
penso, il passo del Fedone e carico di tante allusivita, sarebbe interessante
sapere quali favole esopiche Socrate tratto. Una tradizione biografica
certamente antica conservataci da Diogene Laerzio (H 5, 42) ci d^ i primi due
versi di una favola di Socrate: Esopo appare in qualita di demegoros (v.
sopra), parla ad una polis, quella di Corinto, ed invita a \ii\ Kpiveiv dpexriv
>.ao5iK(B oocpiTi, un passo che, a chi tenga presente ^sopo di Plutarco,
suona assai familiare; e I'invito a non giudicare la vera arete sulla base della
hxoS. oocpiTi, la sapienza accreditata dal giudizio popolarc, dai tribunali del
Xaoq.'^'^ L'Esopo, collaboratore di Creso e difensore di Periandro, che alia
fine del Convivium di Plutarco spiega le aristocratiche massime delfiche''^ e
™Gli ev-oTtvia di cui parla insistentemente in Phaed. 60e-61 sono manifestazioni della
volonta del dio, cfr. PI. /4po/.33c.
"
Cfr. M. L. West, Iambi el Elegi Graeci. H (Oxford 1972) 118. Socr.^r. 1-2. adn. ad loc.
^^ Tipico h I'intervento di M. Schanz, "Sokrates als vermeintlicher Dichler," Hermes 29
(1894)601.
^' Cfr. anche ad es. PI. Apol. 30c. Di un tale rapporto Socrate/Esopo/Apollo ci da
testimonianza un lesto tardo ma notoriamente ricco di motivi antichi, Liban. Apol. Socr. 181
(vol. V, p. 118 Foerster): naturalmente in questo passo, stando ai dati piii antichi ricostruibili
da Plutarco e da altre fonti (v. sopra), I'oslilita Esopo/sacerdoti di Delfi e I'influenza gia attiva
dell'Esopo del tardo Romanzo (xii; Sv nil cpiXoveiKcov . . .) sono elementi che dimostrano che
siamo nel TV secolo d.C.
''* Veramente strana I'interpretazione di B. Gentili e C. Prato in Poelae Elegiaci 11. (Lipsiae
1985) 80 (appar. a Socr.yr. 1) secondo cui qui Kpiveiv varrebbe npOKpiveiv, facendo cost di
Xao5. oocpiTi una opzione positiva rispetto ad una aretd aristocratica.
^' Sulle suggeslioni aristocratiche ed antidemocratiche delle massime delfiche. cfr. le utili
annotazioni di J. E)efradas, La propagande delphique, ciL, pp. 282-83.
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trova la morte in un tragico contrasto con una polls, poteva effettivamente
aver espresso un concetto del genere nella sua sosta a Corinto: I'autenticita
del frammento socratico mi sembra difficilmente negabileJ^ E non e
davvero strano che Socrate, che era stato accusato fra I'altro di leggere i poeti
(in particolare Omero) in chiave antidemocratica,'^ abbia deciso di ribadire
alcuni concetti fondamentali della sua visione politica e morale con
componimenti in versi e non in prosa.
Unlversltd dl Flrenze
° Esso e invece generalmenle considerato spurio, cfr. ad es. E. Diehl, Anthol. Lyr. Gr. I
(954), p. 134 e M. L. West, cil., p. 118. Lo considerano autentico B. GentQi-C. Prato, op.
"Platon, Homere et la cile," in Slemmala,
Melanges . . . offerts a J. Labarbe, Suppl. a UAntiquiti Classique, (Liege 1987) 5 sgg. Sulle
opinioni poliliche di Socrate cfr. W.K.C. Guthrie, Socrates (Cambridge 1971) cap. XIH, e sul
rapporto dell'uomo politico sophos con il nXfiOoi; cfr. il significativo passo di PI. Apol. 31e.
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Plutarco ed Euripide: alcune considerazioni
sulle citazioni euripidee in Plutarco
(De aud. poet.)
PAOLO CARRARA
Le numerose e non sempre ovvie citazioni poetiche che costellano da un
capo all'altro il "corpus" degli scritti plutarchei hanno posto, e continuano a
porre, il difficile problema se Plutarco abbia veramente letto di prima mano
le opere letterarie dalle quali cita, o se invece un tale tesoro di sentenze non
sia altro che parte del patrimonio erudito attinto dallo scrittore di Cheronea
alle sue letture filosofico-antiquarie, cioe a "fonti intermedie."
II problema h ulteriormente complicate dalla constatazione che Plutarco
fu realmente uno dei maggiori e migliori conoscitori di letteratura del suo
tempo; il che, unito alia sua prodigiosa memoria e all'amore senza riserve
per tutto cio che costituiva il passato glorioso della nazione ellenica, ci
obbliga certamente ad ammettere nel suo caso una messe di letture di prima
mano cospicua. A ci6 si aggiunga che il secondo secolo fu, per la
letteratura greca, un secolo di prodigioso risorgimento,^ del quale lo scrittore
di Cheronea, con la sua appassionata e poliedrica attivitk di ellenista, fu
artefice principalissimo. Saremmo pertanto tentati di concludere che
Plutarco abbia letto di prima mano la maggior parte di quel versi e di quelle
sentenze con i quali esemplifica e abbellisce di continue le sue
composizioni.
In realta una conclusione del genere b sicuramente azzardata, anzi
illegittima. Le numerose citazioni plutarchee presentano in genere un
aspetto assolutamente "convenzionale": sono in gran parte "loci
communes" che si trovano anche presso allri scrittori e antologisti.^
L'impressione che si ricava alia fine dalla lettura degli scritti plutarchei
' Cfr. G. Cavallo, Conservazione e perdila dei lesli Greet, in Socield Romano e Impero
Tardoantico, vol. 4: Tradizione dei Classici (Bari 1986), 84 sgg.
^Certo tult'altro che ran sono anche i casi nei quali Pluurco e, o sembra essere, per noi
I'unico testimone di un passo altrimenli ignoto; ma nel giudicare di cio conviene essere molto
prudenti. I fraramenti di antologie restituitici dai papiri ci testimoniano continuamenle
I'esistenza di una tradizione antologica molto piu licca di quella conservauci dal Medioevo. Si
veda recentemente I'antologia di poeti comici di P. Harris 171 pubblicata da E. Livrea, ZPE 58
(1985) 1 1 sgg.: la maggioranza dei testi in essa contenuti sono nuovi per noi.
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sembra piuttosto essere—eironeamente, come si vedr^
—
quella di una
vastissima conoscenza e di una grandiosa compilazione, ma essenzialmente
di seconda mano. Si potrebbe ipotizzare
—
paradossalmente e non senza
forzatura—che Plutarco non abbia letto alcunch6 al di fuori di Omero, di
antologie e di scritti filosofico-morali. E chiaro che una tesi del genere, a
riguardo di colui che fu senz'ombra di dubbio un dottissimo ellenista di et^
flavio-antonina, dagli sconfinati interessi culturali e dai cospicui mezzi
finanziari, e patentemente assurda. Assurda si, ma non ingiustificata, e
soprattutto non molto piii assurda dell'altra che pretenderebbe di postulare
per il dotto di Cheronea una diretta conoscenza di prima mano per tutti gli
originali—epica, lirica, tragedia, commedia, letteratura in generale—dai quali
egli attinga un verso o una sentenza.^
Bisogna premettere, a mio avviso, che un'impostazione "manichea" del
problema delle letture di Plutarco, come degli altri autori antichi, non
consente di raggiungere nessun apprezzabile risultato, anzi sara senz'altro
fuorviante. Dedurre infatti dalla massa delle citazioni letterarie una univoca
correlazione con la massa delle letture sarebbe un'ingenuit^, perche
prescinderebbe in pieno dai metodo di studio, di formazione e di lavoro
proprio della persona colta di eta ellenistica e romana.'' Ne d'altra parte, un
radicale scetticismo sulla reale consistenza del patrimonio di letture
plutarchee sembra, come si e detto, piu giustificato e ragionevole.
Un valido spunto per definire mcglio i termini della questione credo che
possa trovarsi nell'attenta considerazione della testimonianza che Plutarco
stesso ci ha lasciato a questo proposito con lo scritto De audiendis poetis.
Mi serviro come campione d'indagine delle citazioni euripidee che in esso si
trovano per tentare di illustrare alcuni fenomeni piuttosto interessanti e
significativi a riguardo della nostra ricerca.
Innanzi tutto lo scritto di Plutarco intitolato n&q del xov veov -cSv
TioirmaTcov (XKo-ueiv^ non e ne un trattato di estetica n€ un trattato teorico di
poetica. La preoccupazione dell'autore in esso non e, almeno
fondamentalmente, ne come i poeti debbano scrivere ne che cosa sia la
poesia. Lo scritto di Plutarco e un trattato pedagogico-morale. In esso si
'Si veda la raccolta deUe citazione W. C. Helmbold-E. G. OTsTeU, "PluUrch's QuotaUons."
Amer. Pkilolog. Association: Monogr. 19 (Philadelphia 1959).
"* L'eterao meccanismo di appesantimento dei programmi scolastici, di sliltamento di
discipline, un tempo ritenute specialistiche, verso i livelli piii bassi del "cursus studiorum" e
rinevitabile fomiarsi di letteratura manualistica ed antologica e ben delineato in H. I. Marrou,
Histoire de I'iducation dans I'antiquile (Paris, Ed. du Seuil 1965*), tr. it. (Roma. Edizioni
Studium 1978) 222-23. II cambiamento che awiene nei "piani di studio" durante I'eta classica
(cambiamento che prepara la scuola ellenistico-romana) e messo in relazione da J. Bams, "A
New Gnomologium," CQ (1950-51) I 125 sgg., II 1 sgg., con il diffondersi della tecnica
sofistica di insegnamento (cfr. 11 8 sgg.).
^ n titolo greco, in tulle le sue varianti atteslale dai mss.—unica eccezione il cosiddetlo
Calalogo di Lampria che omette xov veov fa esplicito riferimento ai giovani: Jtox; 5ei tov
veov jtoirmdxcav oKoueiv, cfr. E. Valgiglio, Plutarco, De audiendis poetis (Torino, Loescher
1973)59.
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prende in esame il problema, tutto pratico e concreto, se e in qual misura la
poesia (oggi diremmo piuttosto "la letteratura") debba aver spazio nella
formazione dei giovani. Lo spunto alle considerazioni plutarchee, sebbene
mai direttamente dichiarato, e costituito dalla celebre tesi platonica^ secondo
la quale la poesia e sostanzialmente fuori luogo nell'educazione. E naturale
che Plutarco, sincere estimatore di Platone e desideroso continuamente di
calcare le sue ormej sentisse tutto il disagio che in lui, estimatore della
poesia e della cultura greca, la posizione del filosofo ateniese creava. D'altra
parte, dopo Platone, la tradizione peripatetica e stoica avevano ampiamente
riabilitato la poesia e si pu6 dire che la severa condanna platonica fu
condivisa, quando lo fu, piii su un piano teoretico che nei fatti. Plutarco
infatti non esita a riconoscere all'esperienza poetica un ruolo importante nel
"curriculum" della formazione della persona colta che per lui h,
naturalmente, da identificare nel filosofo.* Tutto il primo capitolo del De
audiendis poetis e basato su questo concetto.
Alcuni secoli dopo, Basilio, metropolita di Cesarea di Cappadocia,
fondera proprio su Plutarco un'idea analoga per poter far spazio nel suo
programma educative alia "letteratura" classico-pagana.' II parallelismo fra
le due posizioni e evidente, ma deve essere sottolineato richiamando alcune
analogic che possono a prima vista venire sottovalutate. In entrambi i casi
colore ai quali si concede la lettura della poesia classica seno giovani: i
veoi della cerchia familiare di Basilio, •" Soclaro e Cleandro—figli
«Cfr. Resp. 377 D, 605 A-607 C. ecc.
'Cfr. K. Ziegler, "Plularchos von Chaironeia," R. £. 21. 1 (1951) 639-962; Ir. it. Plutarco
(Brescia, Paideia 1965) 362 sgg.
' L'istruzione superiore era identificaU, per gli anlichi, con la retorica o con la filosofia,
mentre la lettura della poesia era appannaggio della scuola secondaria (cfr. Marrou 225—tr. it.).
Naturalmente c'era contrasto fra i sostenitori della prevalenza della retorica e queUi della filosofia
e PluUrco era dichiaratamente schierato con i secondi (cfr. Ziegler 349-52—ir. it.); significativo
mi sembra a questo proposito che in De audiendo 8. 41 E-F Plutarco ricorra, nei riguardi della
retorica, al uadizionale esempio deU'ape che si applicava proprio alle letture di poeti: bisogna
agire come Tape che sa scegUere non i fiori piii belli e attraenti, ma quelli ricchi di sostanza. 11
prologo del De aud. poet, non lascia dubbi sul fatto che compito deU'uomo adulto fosse quello di
coronare gli studi con il dedicarsi aUa filosofia nella sua vesle piii scientifica e meno inquinata da
lenocini formali, mentre una filosofia mescolata ad attrattive poeliche poteva essere concessa ai
giovani, per cominciare ad istradarii alia vera sapienza (vd. De aud. poet., 1. 14 D-F). Dello
stesso parere I'anonimo compositore dello scritto De liberis educandis (pervenutoci fra le opere di
Plutarco), che riferisce, condividendolo completamente, il detto del filosofo Bione che
paragonava coloro che si dedicano alle discipline "letterarie" ai Proci omerici i quali non potendo
avere Penelope (=la filosofia), si accontenuvano delle ancelle (\e belle leltere), cfr. De lib. ed. 10.
7C-D,
' Su Plutarco fonte di Basilio cfr. M. Naldini, Basilio di Cesarea, II discorso ai giovani, testo,
trad, e conun. di M. N. (Firenze, Nardini 1984) 28 sg.; H cap. 8 di Basilio segna un importante
nodo del ragionamento: dalla istruzione secondaria si passa alia filosofia —owiamente nel
senso cristiano del termine, si veda lo studio di A. M. Malingrey, "Philosophia," El. et Comm.
(Paris 1961); questo passaggio chiarisce il valore e i limiti dello sudio precedente, cfr. Naldini,
Basilio di C, Disc, ad giov., cit., p. 1 1 n° 3.
'" Cfr. Basilio, Ad adul., 1. 3 e Naldini, Basilio di C, Discorso ai giov., cit. 10 sg.
450 Illinois Classical Studies, Xni.2
rispettivamente di Plutarco e di Marco Sedalio, dedicatario del txattatello
—
nello scritto plutarcheo.
Sia in Plutarco che in Basilio traspare di continuo un sincere e, direi,
incoercibile amore per la grande letteratura classica. La posizione teoretica h
tuttavia in entrambi i casi improntata a grande cautela e, direi, a diffidenza.
Essa denuncia il pesante condizionamento platonico": se Platone aveva
proibito la poesia, Plutarco pu6 al massimo ammetterla come momento
propedeutico alia vera e propria formazione dell'adulto, cio6 alia formazione
filosofica: la posizione di Plutarco nei confronti della poesia e assimilabile
a quella nei confronti della retorica,'^ tutta I'introduzione al trattatello, con le
sue cautele e le sue analogie paraboliche e sintomatica a questo riguardo.
Ci si pud a questo punto domandare: se Plutarco assegna alia lettura dei
poeti e della letteratura classica in generale un posto, importante si, ma
rigorosamente confinato al "vestibolo" della naibzia, non avra egli forse
fatto cio basandosi sulla prassi educativa ordinaria del suo tempo? Plutarco
non e mai un astratto teorizzatore e, d'altra parte, il tono dell'introduzione del
De aud. poet, sembra rispecchiare dei dati di fatto concreti.'^ II De audiendis
poetis e, da questo punto di vista, una miniera preziosa di informazioni circa
le letture scolastiche che si facevano allora ad un dato stadio della formazione
culturale del giovane.''* Una tale considerazione mi sembra che autorizzi a
ritenere del tutto fuorviante la pretesa di trovare senz'altro nello scritto una
testimonianza della vitalita di questo o quell'autore in quel tempo.
Esaminando le citazioni del De Aud. poet., possiamo dividere il
materiale citato in due grandi sezioni. Da un lato le citazioni omeriche,
numerosissime: esse costituiscono, per cosi dire, la struttura portante
dell'esemplificazione dello scritto, la testimonianza principe per dimostrare
un'asserzione che viene fatta. E questa una caratteristica comune a tuttc le
opere antiche del genere, ed t pertanto ragionevole pensare che molto
materiale omerico citato da Plutarco appartenga alle fonti da esso impiegate.
Ma data I'importanza che alia lettura integrale del testo omerico si attribuiva
nella scuola, e naturale inferire che molte citazioni omeriche derivino da
Plutarco gi^ dalla stessa sua educazione letteraria elementare. Omero infatti,
in edizione integrale, continuava ad essere il libro di lettura dell'Ellade.'^
Naturalmente ci6 equivale a dire, dato i metodi di apprendimento degli
'' In Basilio, poi, le riserve nei confronti della tradizione letteraria classica risultano aggravate
anche daUa diffidenza con la quale il cristianesimo vedeva tiadizionalmente la itaiSeia greca. Si
vd. communque M. Naldini, "La posizione culturale di Basilio Magno" in Atti del Congresso
intern, su Basilio diCesarea (Univ. di Messina 1979 [Messina 1983]) 189-216; Idem, "Paideia
origeniana nella oral, ad iuv. di Basilio Magno," Vet. Chr. 13 (1976) 297.
'^ Cfr. sopra. n. 8.
'' Cfr. I'accenno a Cleandro in 1. 15 B, e i numerosi riferimenti all'effetto che questo o
quell'accorgimento possono avere sui giovani studenti (6. 22 D, 23 A, ecc).
'* L'importanza deUo scritto plutarcheo come testimonianza di primaria importanza per le
letture della scuola del tempo di PluUrco e sottolineato dal Bams, II 3.
'5MarTOu224(tr.it.).
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antichi, basati suUa lettura a voce alta e sul mandare a memoria.'^che
Omero era conosciuto a memoria dalla totalita delle persone colte.
Una riprova di ci6, se itiai ce ne fosse bisogno, h constituita dai
ritrovamenti papiracei omerici, superiori di gran lunga a quelli di qualsiasi
altro autore. E interessante notare che fra i papiri omerici un posto
importante b occupato da testi che in qualche modo si devono connettere con
la scuola elementare e con I'apprendimento della scrittura e della lettura.'''
II trattato plutarcheo, dunque, presupponendo che tale lettura fosse
prevista per i giovani destinatari, ci fa concludere con certezza in favore della
lettura omerica integrale da parte del suo autore.
Dall'altra parte dobbiamo collocare il blocco di tutte le altre citazioni.
Fra queste quelle di letteratura drammatica—in particolare dalle tragedie di
Euripide—sono senz'altro una massa notevole. Da dove provengono queste
citazioni? Da dove provengono i numerosi passi euripidei che costellano il
trattato?
La risposta non e difficile a trovarsi, ma necessita di una considerazione
preliminare. In nessun punto del trattato si d^ un giudizio, non dico
estetico, ma neppure etico su una qualunque tragedia euripidea nel suo
insieme, non si accenna mai all'effetto che potrebbe produrre sull'animo del
giovane la lettura delle azioni e dei discorsi di questo o quel personaggio,
delle parole di questo o quel core, o la valutazione di questa o quella grande
situazione. L'esame della poesia euripidea h unicamente confinato alle
sentenze del poeta. Cosa dobbiamo dedurre da ci6? Mancanza di sensibility
di Plutarco? Incapacity di valutare per quello che valgono Medea, Troiane,
Baccanti? Una conclusione del genere sarebbe davvero frutto di grande
ingenuita. Dalla constatazione fatta possiamo, a mio avviso, dedurre una e
una sola cosa: lo scritto di Plutarco h una guida alia lettura "morale" della
poesia: abbiamo visto che esso illumina il giovane sul come accostarsi al
primo grande libro dell'Ellade, ad Omero; ora e il memento di passare al
secondo grande libro di testo della scuola secondaria greca: gli gnomologi.'^
Sulla genesi, la struttura ed il valore di questi prodotti si e scritto molto;
basti qui citare i nomi di Elter, Homa, Bams"; i ritrovamenti papiracei di
quest'ultimo secolo, poi, ci hanno restituito numerosi esempi di questo tipo
Si veda I'elogio della memoria e della sua assoluta preminenza nell'educazione che fa
I'anonimo De lib. ed. 13. 9 D-E.
'^ Basti, fra i molti, I'esempio del celebre "Livre d'ficolier du DT siecle av. J-Ch." (ed. O.
Gufirard et P. Jouguet, Publ. de la Soc. Roy. Egypt, de Papyr.. Textes et Doc, H) 131-39; si
vd. anche Marrou 224 (tr. it.).
" Non diversamente da Plutarco si comporterJ Basilio: Le citazioni di Solone e Teognide
suIla ricchezza in Ad adul., 5. 1 1 e 9. 20 sembrano tratte da un'antologia a lema; anzi Basilio
farebbe ad essa un esplicito riferimento e rimanderebbe apertamenle alia compUazione, Cfr. G.
MoreUi, "D Solone di Basilio di Cesarea," RFIC 41 (1963) 193 sgg.; Naldini. Basilio di C,
Disc, ai giov., ciL 26.
" A. Eller, De gnomologiorum Graecorum historia alque origine (Bonn 1893-97); K. Homa,
"Gnome, Gnomendichtung, Gnomologien," R. E. Suppl. 6 (1935) 74-87; J. Bams, A New
Gnomologium, cit.
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di libri, in modo da documentarne con sufficiente chiarezza I'ampia e
capillare diffusione nell'Egitto ellenistico e romano. Tenendo presente ci6,
possiamo ancora una volta costatare come Plutarco, conformemente alia
propria indole, non proponga qui astratte considerazioni sulla poesia, sia
pure in relazione alia gioventii, ma si attenga strettamente ai dati di fatto,
alia prassi scolastica del suo tempo e indichi il modo migliore di metterla a
frutto, sviluppandone le potenzialita e reprimendone gli abusi.^ Se cio e
vero si potrebbe, paradossalmente, affermare che Plutarco, nella veste di
commentatore di libri scolastici, non tragga e non voglia trarre nulla in
questo scritto dalla lettura diretta del teatro euripideo. Non e Euripide—che
egli certo conosceva benissimo direttamente e che certamente avra citato a
memoria in piii passi della sua immensa opera, magari attingendo anche ad
opere meno divulgate—non sono i drammi del terzo tragico ateniese che ora
gli stanno a cuore; sono i libri scolastici che corrono per le mani di Soclaro
e di Cleandro e la prassi educativa su di essi impemiata la fonte delle sue
preoccupazioni di intellettuale impegnato e I'argomento dei suoi consigli di
pedagogo illuminate e prudente.
Vediamone subito un esempio lampante.
De aud. poet. 12. 33 C. Plutarco sta esemplificando il metodo usato
dagli Stoici per rendere moralmente utiU sentenze di poeti, che altrimenti
potrebbero essere dannose. Si tratta della 7iapa5i6p9cooi<; ossia
enavopGcooK;, procedimento che, considerate di per se, non puo non
lasciarci perplessi, ma che gli Stoici praticarono ampiamente. Cleante
(SVF I 562, p. 128)—dice Plutarco—riscrisse (cfr. |iexaYpa(pcov) "il passo
sulla ricchezza" (x6 Tiepi xo\> nkcnxoM, senza alcun accenno all'autore o al
dramma: curioso modo di citare da una tragedia! meno strano se si sta
citando da un'antologia tematica): si tratta, noi sappiamo, di Eur. Electr.
428 sg., che Plutarco cita cosi:
<piA.oi(; -ce 6otivai afi»nd t' Ei<; vooovg Jteoov
5a7idvaiai owaai.
Sembra—e la cosa non meraviglia—che la tragedia fosse nota a Plutarco
anche nella sua interezza^'; egli tuttavia cita il passo con una lezione che non
solo non puo essere genuina,^^ ma che ben difficilmente si sar& mai letta in
^ Questa e, a mio awiso, anche la posizione di Basilio nel suo Ad adulescentes: come far si
che una prassi scolastica ormai consacrata dall'uso plurisecolare, ed alia quale i giovani di "buona
famiglia" non possono sottrarsi, possa essere usata al meglio dai rampoUi di una grande famiglia
cristiana ai vertici deUa societa del suo tempo, senza che cio si traduca in guasli per la vita deUo
spirito.
^' Cfr. L. Di Gregorio, "Lettura diretu e ulilizzazione di fonti intermedie nelle citazioni
plutarchee dei tre grandi Tragici, 11 (Euripide)," Aevum (1980) 56. Contraria invece ad una
conoscenza diretta C.S.J. Mitchell, An analysis ofPlutarch's Quotationsfrom Euripides, (Diss.
Univ. South. California 1968) 197.
^I mss. di Euripide (che in questo caso sono i soli L e P) leggono ^Evoiq non (piXoic;. La
stessa lezione dei mss. sembra nota anche a Dione Crisostomo (7. 28).
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manoscritti completi della tragedia, per quanto cattivi. La variante inferiore
(piXoiq e infatti determinante per il senso che qui si vuol dare al passo
euripideo e presuppone I'inserimento in un contesto Jtepl (piXiai;, ad
esempio uno gnomologio tematico; questo contesto doveva essere presente a
chi diede origine al rifacimento attribuito a Cleante. Una controprova di cio
si trova nel fatto che il passo, in una versione piu ampia (vv. 426-28) e
quindi indipendente da Plutarco, si legge in Stob. 4. 31. 7, e puntualmente
troviamo anche qui la variante (piXoiq. L' "excerptum" dunque, previo
necessario adattamento, doveva essere topico in sezioni sull'amicizia che
attingevano alle "riscritture" di Cleante o di chi per lui.
Del resto, tutte le numerose citazioni euripidee che si trovano nel cap. 6
denunciano il loro legame con la letteratura di origine stoica intorno al
problema della TtapaSiopGcooK;: sia quelle fatte esplicitamente risalire a
Zenone e Cleante, sia gli altri esempi aggiunti da Plutarco.^^ Analogamente
il contesto di De aud. poet. 4. 20 D con la sua struttura "antilogica"
rimanda, come giustamente fa osservare Di Gregorio,^'' a quel tipo di
letteratura gnomologica. Cosi pure da una discussione, di probabile origine
stoica, sul termine EiL)5ai(iov{a deriverranno le citazioni di tragedie peraltro
molto note—e che Plutarco avra certamente conosciuto—come la Medea e le
Fenicie in De aud. poet. 6. 25 A.^ Esaminando il resto dei versi euripidei
impiegati da Plutarco nello scritlo notiamo in continuazione la solita
indifferenza per il contesto originario, spesso I'omissione del nome della
tragedia e perfino dell'autore, mentre non di rado ritroviamo che si tratta di
versi largamente utilizzati nella letteratura antica. Perfino nel caso del
Cresfonte, tragedia che dovette essere nota al Nostro il quale ebbe forse
occasione di esseme spettatore in un qualche adattamento teatrale,^^ Plutarco
cita il comunissimo fr. 449. 2-4 N^ (tradotto anche da Cicerone, Tusc. 1.
48. 115).
Plutarco, tuttavia, conosceva Euripide e cio deve metterci in guardia
contro procedimenti troppo rigidi (e questa forse la maggior difficolta che si
incontra in ricerche del genere). Egli poteva infatti anche aggiungere ad una
citazione qualche tratto attinto alia sua diretta lettura degli originali. Non ci
meraviglierermo di trovame un esempio in un testo di carattere ben diverso
da quello del De aud. poetis. In Vit. Lys. 15 Plutarco cita, sempre
dallElettra euripidea, I'inizio della parodo (vv. 167-68):
'AYa|ie|ivovo^ w Kopa,
•fi^-uGov, 'H^EKTpa, TtoTi ooiv dypoTeipov a-uXav,
^ L'esempio di Antistene (33 C) e attribuito (cfr. Sereno ap. Stob. 3. 5. 36) anche a Platone
ed U verso e citatissimo nell'antichila.
** Cfr. Di Gregorio 50.
"Cfr. Valgigliol66.
^ Cfr. Di Gregorio 63, A. Harder, "Euripides' Kresphontes and Archelaus," Mnemos. Suppl.
87 (Leiden, BriU 1985) 4.
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i versi, cio6, intonati da un Focese nel corso della riunione conviviale degli
Spartani all'indomani della presa di Atene ad opera di Lisandro. La citazione
e chiaramente di seconda mano non potendo non derivare dalla fonte storica
(Duride?) dalla quale Plutarco attinge tutto I'episodio. II modo con il quale
lo scrittore introduce la citazione . . . ek xfiq Et)pi7t{6ot) 'HXeKxpaq ttiv
7tdpo6ov, T\c, fi dpOT . . ., con la sua tipica annotazione da grammatico {r\q r\
dp^ri) difficilmente sark appartenuta all'originale; essa ha tutta I'aria di
un'aggiunta, di una puntualizzazione di Plutarco. E non b necessario
pensare, col Di Gregorio,^ che nella fonte i versi non fossero riportati, ma
venissero semplicemente indicati con ek Tri<; EupiJti5o\) 'HXEKxpaq ttiv
7idpo5ov e che sarebbero stati aggiunti^* da Plutarco. II supplemento
plutarcheo potrebbe unicamente limitarsi a quell'annotazione squisitamente
"scoliastica" f|<; t| dpxn,^' ma tale da farci capire che il luogo era presente alia
mente dello scrittore.
Casi analoghi, dove citazioni ovvie e tradizionali possono essere
accompagnate da qualche annotazione che riveli come chi scrive avesse
diretta conoscenza del contesto originale dal quale r"excerptum" proviene
sono sparse ovviamente in molti luoghi dell'opera plutarchea^° e accanto ad
esse si trovano anche citazioni assolutamente originali.
Da quanto abbiamo fin qui osservato, mi sembra che emerga con
chiarezza che, accanto al giudizio sulla citazione e sull'immediato contesto,
sia importante valutare nell'insieme I'opera entro la quale la citazione
compare. Senza voler dare delle regole fisse ed infallibili, il carattere dello
scritto si b visto quanto possa influire. In un'opera di elevatissimo impegno
stilistico come la Vita di Lisandro lo scrittore non tralascia di abbellire la
propria fonte con un ricordo personale. Nel caso invece del De audiendis
poetis, opera tutt'altro che trascurata nello stile, ma di differente
destinazione, Plutarco non vuole affatto nascondere di lavorare su fonti
intermedie; anzi, egli sente tutto il peso della tradizione gnomologica ed
interpretativa che si era sedimentata nella prassi scolastica e da essa egli
vuole prendere le mosse. Se volessimo allora rendere piu esplicito il titolo
del trattato plutarcheo, potremmo spingerci a scrivere: "Come si debbano
comporre ed usare i libri di testo nella scuola secondaria." In quest'ottica
anche la prassi, per noi ripugnante, della 7tapa5i6p0cooi(; pu6 assumere
connotati piu precisi. Essa infatti, avendo un intento eminentemente
pedagogico, non si esercita per sua natura sui testi della letteratura classica
^CU.art.cU.Sl.
^ In ogni caso a memoria e non per coUazione del testo euripideo.
^ Si vedano le stereotipate didascalie nelle raccolte di Hypotheseis drammatiche: titolo, oij
(fii;, uv) apxii (verso iniziale del dramma), ti 6e \in6Qe.a\c, (segue il riassunto).
'" Cfr. Di Gregorio 76 sgg. Si veda il caso ie&'lfigenia in Aulide. In De aud. poet. 12. 33 E
si citano i w. 29-33, versi generici e noti anche alio Stobeo. Ma in un altro luogo della sua
produzione e, singolarmente, ancora in una biografia {Nic. 5. 7), Plutarco cita i w. 445-50,
dimoscrando di conoscere il riferimento al contesto di provenienza, cfr. Mitchell 188-89, Di
Gregorio 62.
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come un metodo di critica letteraria (nel senso odiemo); essa h piuttosto un
modo di utilizzare a pieno, nella formazione del giovane, I'unico patrimonio
a disposizione, la tradizione letteraria. Si tratta dunque ancora una volta di
operare su testi a loro volta organizzati in "corpora" e finalizzati
all'educazione. Non a caso la 7tapa5i6p9coau; fu praticata ampiamente dagli
stoici, in particolare da quel Crisippo il cui posto nella tradizione
gnomologica fu certamente rilevantissimo.^^
Universitd di Firenze
^' Cfr. Bams n 9 sgg.
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Plutarch's Erotikos: The Drag Down Pulled Up
FREDERICK E. BRENK. S.J.
Plutarch's dialogue on love, or Love, the Erotikos—better known to most
readers as the Amatorius—in spite of its obvious Platonic inspiration
advocates heterosexual married love as the ideal.' But focus on this aspect
seems to have obscured the real novelty of the essay. At least, this study
will try to demonstrate that Plutarch's originality consists not so much in
the aspect of reciprocal egalitarian love, as the incorporation of this type of
love into the Platonic goal of the vision of the Beautiful, and a new concept
of what the Form of the Beautiful is.
In the course of the Erotikos Plutarch cites Euripides' Hippolytos (193-
95) as a starting point for an understanding of the true nature of love:
5\)oepci>Te(; Sfj (paivoneO' ovxei;
toiJ5' OTi Totjxo oxiA-Pei Kaxa yriv,
8i' a7ieipoo\)vT|v aXA-ov Pioxo-u . . .
Ill-starred lovers we seem to be
Of this, whatever gleams upon the earth.
Through inexperience of another life . . ?
Plutarch's context is lethe (forgetfulness), which cancels the vision of the
Beautiful once seen in another world.^ The words are of Phaidra's nurse in a
powerful Greek drama centered on resistance to Eros. In Euripides' play,
apparently a classic revision of an earlier Hippolytos, Phaidra dies nobly to
' Text of R. Flaceliere. in R. Raceliere and M. Cuvigny, Plularque. Oeuvres Morales X
(Paris 1980). A. Barigazzi is preparing an edition with translation and commentary—cf. I.
Gallo, "Una nuova iniziativa scientifica ed editoriale: il Corpus Plutarchi Moralium," in F. E.
Brenk and I. GaUo, eds., Miscellanea Plularchea (Ferrara 1986) 143-45; "Note critiche ed
esegetiche aWErolicos di Plutarco," Prometheus 12 (1986) 97-122; idem 245-66. J. Irigoin's
study of the manuscript tradition has now appeared in R. Flaceliere, J. Irigoin, J. Sirinelli, A.
Philippon, Plutarque. Oeuvres Morales I.l (Paris 1987) ccxxvii-cccxxiv; and that of M.
Manfredini, "Sulla tradizione manoscriita dei 'Moralia' 70-77," in A. Garzya, G. Giangrande, M.
Manfredini (I. GaUo, ed.), Sulla tradizione manoscriita dei "Moralia" di Plutarco (Salerno 1988)
123-38.
^764E. Flaceliere, 149; Y. Vemiere, Symboles et mylhes dans la pensee de Plutarque (Paris
1977)208-13. Euripides' text (anapests of nurse): J. Diggle, £ur<>idis Fofcu/ae / (Oxford 1984)
215, with Plutarch's better reading (195 ocneipoavvriv VA et Plut. 764: -vav).
'Treated by H. Martin, "Plutarch, Plato, and Eros." CB 60 (1984) 82-88; 86.
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save her aidos (shame, respect, chastity—linked with fidelity to her marriage
vows) rather than surrender to an Eros steeped in the perverted bestiality of
her maternal inheritance and dragging her soul downward. She commits
suicide rather than attempt to seduce Hippolytos. The quotation, then, is
not haphazard. Rather it points to the contrast between the drag down,
symbolized by Phaidra's sexual drive, and the pull up—in Platonic
philosophy the positive evaluation of Eros which leads to the Beautiful in
Itself The dramatist who offered to the world Phaidra, also created Medeia,
Helena, Kanake, Stheneboia, Laodameia, and many other women whose
relationship to life centered around a destructive Eros.
There can be no doubt that Euripides enormously influenced subsequent
Hellenistic literature. The negative treatment of Eros is exemplified in
Hellenistic literature by ApoUonios of Rhodes' Argonautika, dealing with
the destructive love of Medeia for lason. Undoubtedly he drew on Euripi-
des' brilliant exposition of the power of love. But in the Hippolytos the
two major characters, though doomed to die, wrench a moral victory from
Aphrodite.^ Medeia submits. ApoUonios' shadow fell upon the Dido of
Vergil's Aeneid. Her passion for Aeneas causes her suicide, and eternal
enmity between Carthaginians and Romans. Ovid's generally positive
attitude toward amor is also influenced by Euripides and Hellenistic writing.
However, his is a poetic development paralleling Plutarch's literary-
philosophical exposition. Still, the Erotikos is remarkable for its clarity in
extolling heterosexual married love, and for its striking frame—the love of
Ismenodora for Bacchon. The essay seems, then, at first sight an
intellectual milestone.
Literature on the Erotikos concentrates on the positive evaluation of
eros, heterosexual reciprocity, and the equal status of the partners. Three
distinct approaches to the Erotikos can be noted: the anti-Epicurean, the
Platonic and the "unitary"—the integration of the sexual and non-sexual
aspects of love. The first characterizes to a large extent Robert Flaceliere,
whose interest in the Greek concept of eros can be detected in an article on
the anti-Epicurean thrust of the Erotikos, his book L'Amour en Grece, and
his separate edition of the Erotikos—later incorporated into the Bude
Plutarque.^ The outstanding love for his own wife seems reflected in his
" See the excellent treatments of C. P. Segal, "The Tragedy of the Hippolytos: The Waters of
Ocean and the Untouched Meadow," HSCP 70 (1965) 1 17-69 and J. M. Bremer, "The Meadow
of Love and Two Passages in Euripides' Hippolylus," Mnemosyne 28 (1975) 268-80; also F. E.
Brenk, "Phaidra's Risky Horsemanship: Euripides' Hippolytos 232-38," Mnemosyne 39 (1986)
385-87.
'The theme is elaborated in G. Paduano, Sludi su Apollonio Radio (Rome 1972), esp. 120-
23.
^L'Amour en Grece (Paris 1971) 163-88—noting Aristotelian, Stoic, and Epicurean influence
on Plutarch; "Les epicuriens et I'amour," REG 67 (1954) 69-81; Plularque. Dialogue sur
LAmour (Erolicos) O'aris 1 953), reworked for Plutarque. Oeuvres Morales X (Paris 1980), esp.
20-3 1 . R. Laurenti, Aristotele, Ifranvnenti dei dialoghi (Naples 1987), has recently edited the
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ardor for certain ideas found in PlutarchJ Recently Adelmo Barigazzi has
deepened the anti-Epicurean dimension of Raceli^re's work.*
Next, there is the Platonic approach, followed to some extent by
Flaceli^re and elaborated recently by Hubert Martin.' Finally, Michel
Foucault's chapter on Plutarch in his L'histoire de la sexualiti focuses on
the "unitary aspect" of Plutarch's Eros.'"
Flacelifere and Barigazzi note Epikouros' negative attitude toward eros in
the following texts:
£pao6f|oea9ai tov oo<p6v ov 5okei avxo^.
The Epicureans hold that the sophos should not fall in love.
o\)5e GeoJtEHTiTov eivai xov tpona, . . .
Nor does eros have a divine origin, . . .
icai UTiv KOI yanTioeiv xal xeKvonoifioEiv tov oo<p6v, mi;
'ErevKOijpo^ Ev zaii; Aiajtopiaiq Kai ev xaic, IlEpl pvoEcoc;.
In his Problems and On Nature Epikouros says that the sage (sophos) should
<not> marry or beget children.
(DL 10. 118; 119 = I 118. 8-10; 119. 12)."
Barigazzi admirably illuminates the long philosophical tradition before
and after Epikouros in opposition to the fundamentals of the Epicurean
position—revealing Plutarch as much less an innovator than usually
fragments of Aristotle's Erotikos. A. Lesley, Vom Eros der Hellenen (Gottingen 1976) 146-50,
suggests strong Stoic influence on Plutarch. C. W. Chilton, "Did Epicurus Approve of
Marriage? A Study of Diogenes Laertius X, 119," Phronesis 5 (1960) 71-74, argues
convincingly that Epikouros recommended against marriage. Recent bibliography on Greek eros
can be found in A. Carson, Eros the Bittersweet (Princeton 1986).
^ See P. Demargne, "Notice sur la vie et les Iravaux de Robert Flaceliere," CRAI (1984, 3)
3-12.
' Plularco centra Epicuro (Florence 1978); "II tema dell'amore: PluUrco contro Epicuro," I.
GaUo, ed., Temi e aspetti dello stoicismo e deU'epicureisnw in Plutarco. (Qmderni del Giornale
Filologico Ferrarese 9 [Ferrara 1988]) 89-108.
' Martin above, note 3. For recent discussion and bibliography on Plato, see K. J. Dover,
Plato. Symposium (Cambridge 1980), esp. 1-5, 13-14; D. Wender, "Plato: Misogynist,
Paedophile, and Feminist," in J. Peradotlo and J. P. Sullivan, eds., Women in the Ancient
World (Albany 1984) 213-29; C. J. Rowe, Plato (Brighton 1984) 171-73; D. M. Halperin,
"Plato and Erotic Reciprocity," ClAnt 5 (1986) 60-80. The fundamental study is F. W.
Comford, "The Doctrine of Eros in Plato's Symposium," in W. K. C. Guthrie, ed., F. M.
Comford, The Unwritten Philosophy and Other Essays (Cambridge 1950) 1 19-31—reprint in G.
Vlastos, ed., P/a/o. A Collection of Critical EssaysHiSoulhBendMdiana 1971) 119-31.
'" Histoire de la sexualite HI. U souci de soi (Paris 1984) 224-42, esp. 241^2; reviewed
critically by A. Cameron, "Redrawing the Map: Early Christian Territory after Foucault." y/?5
76 (1986) 265-71; and very severely by M. R. Lefkowitz,"Sex and Civilization," Partisan
Review 52 (1985) 460-66, who questions his methodology and use of evidence.
" Second numbering that of G. Arrighetti, Epicuro, Opere (Torino 1960) 27. Arrigheni in
the last passage prints the mss.' (if)v, where a negative is required; see Chilton (73) who would
read in place of Kai |itiv kqi either ov>8e or ovi6e HT)v.
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iniagined.^2 Martin detects two distinct Platonic strands: the first (758D-
59B) treating love as a madness {mania—not psychic disorder but divine
inspiration), the second (764E-66B) extolling Eros as the divine guide to
recollection of the Form of the Beautiful {to kalon).
Foucault's treaUTient of the unitary aspect of Plutarch's Erotikos is more
theoretical and speculative. Greeks before Plutarch conceived Eros in terms
of antitheses: noble-vulgar, eros-pfiilia, active-passive. Altruistic and
elevating love or friendship is contrasted with lustful satisfaction. Active or
passive defines the relationship to the other partner. However, in the
excellent unitary view of Plutarch—according to Foucault^the partners,
considered as spouses, are joined as active subjects rather than as objects of
love: "Better to love than be loved." Moreover, their sexuality contributes
to, rather than distracts from, the higher aspects of love. The principle of
reciprocity thus becomes the principle of fidelity: love frustrates the
cloying and deforming effects of cohabitation and sexual routine. The
opposition between philia and aphrodisia collapses, since, united with grace
{charts), both elements contribute to the desired goal. Pederasty, in contrast,
which is frustrated in its attempt at perfect integration, is exposed as a
horrible failure. Plutarch's stand, then, is both traditional and
revolutionary—traditional in its eulogy of Eros, so fundamental to Greek
religion and culture, revolutionary in shattering the barrier between "vulgar"
love oriented toward sexual pleasure and "spiritual" love meant for the
tendance of souls. Plutarch's Eros is monistic, based on reciprocity and
charisP
Before beginning his discourse, Plutarch prayed to the god of love.
With a devout prayer let us, too, return to the shrine of Eros, confident that,
though the threshold is worn, its mysteries have not been totally divulged.
Fundamental to a proper evaluation of the essay is a thorough study of the
massive and complex influences of women and sexuality in the early
Empire.''' Such a vast subject, even if containable in a few pages, requires
i^See F. Lasserre, "•EpaniKol Xoyoi," MH 1 (1944) 169-78, esp. 177. D. Babul. "Les
Slo'iciens et I'amour," REG 76 (1963) 55-63, esp. 62, and C. E. Manning, "Seneca and the
Stoics on the Equality of the Sexes," Mnemosyne 26 (1973) 170-77, show that the Stoics by no
means believed in equality. Flaceliere, "Caton d'Utique et les femmes," in A. Balland et al.,
eds., L'flalie preromaine et la Rome republicaine (Paris 1976) 293-302, notes how the Stoic
Cato "lent out" his wife Marcia to a childless friend (296).
Prof. Whittaker, whose Bude Didaskalikos should appear soon, suggests a Middle Platonic
comparison with Alkinoos, Didaskalikos XXXH. 7-XXXin. 4 (187-88); cf. G. Invemizzi, //
Didaskalikos di Albino e il medioplalonismo II (Rome 1976) 205-07; Apuleius, De Plalone et
Eius Dogmate H. 13-14 (238-40); J. Beaujeu, Apulee. Opuscules philosophiques (Paris 1972)
91-92, and M. Giusta, / dossografi di etica (Torino 1974-1975) II, 194-99. Whittaker sees a
general absence of emphasis, or no mention at all, of heterosexual or conjugal love in other
Middle Platonists or in the Neoplatonists.
" Foucault, 224-42, esp. 241-42.
'* R. MacmuUen, "Women's Power in the Principate," Klio 68 (1986) 434-^3, esp. 437.
notes high local offices held by Greek women. For treatment of the subject and bibliography,
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great specialized competence, and risks betrayal in male hands.'^ But two
elements can be explored here. The first is the importance of the literary
"frame" of Ismenodora's "rape" of Bacchon. The second is a clue dropped by
Plutarch toward the end of the dialogue that "Egyptian mythology" is the
key to the correct Platonic interpretation of Eros.
A brief resume of the dialogue is in order. The Erotikos begins with an
event which startles the dialogi personae and is intended to shock the reader.
The beginning is typical of the more baroque style of Plutarch with its
contrasts, movement, and theatricality differentiating it from the mostly
static settings of Plato's dialogues on love, the Phaidros and Symposion}^
In Ovid's story of Procris and Cephalus, the aged Cephalus recounts to two
youths how he loved his beautiful young wife but tragically slew her while
hunting, mistakenly thinking her some beast. The time-frame emphasizes
the contrast between youth and age, erotic passion and mature wisdom
—
a
mood suggesting reflection and universalizing on a momentary experience of
mutual happiness in the bloom of life.'''
In the dialogue recounted by Plutarch's son, the author himself, now in
advanced age, is, unusually, the principal character. He has brought his
young bride to the festival of Eros, the EroUdeia, at Thespiai, a town not far
from his home, to offer prayers and sacrifice to the god—an event
occasioned by her parents' bitter rift. The mse en scene, however, is the
much of it mentioning Pluurch's Erotikos in passing, see, for example, E. Cantarella (trans., M.
Fanl), Pandora's Daughters. The Role and Status of Women in Greek and Roman Antiquity
(Baltimore 1987); and reviews of recent literature: M. B. Skinner, "Des bonnes dames et
mechantes," CJ 83 (1987) 69-74 and G. Casadio, "Ij donna nel mondo antico . . ." StudPal 34
(1987)73-90.
" For Plutarch's feminism see P. A. Sudter, Plutarch's Historical Methods. An Analysis of
the Mulierum Virtutes (Cambridge, Mass. 1965), esp. 1-12; R. Flaceliere, "Caton d'Utique et
les femmes;" H. Martin, "Amatorius (Moralia 748E-71E)," in H. D. Betz. ed., Plutarch's Ethical
Writings and Early Christian Literature (Leiden 1978) 442-537; K. O'Brien Wicker. "Mulierum
Virtutes {Moralia 242E-63C)," in Betz, 106-34; idem, "First Century Marriage Ethics: A
Comparative Study of the Household Codes and Plutarch's Conjugal Precepts," in J. W.
Flanagan and A. W. Robinson. No Famine in the Land (Missoula, Montana 1975) 141-53; L.
Goessler, P/u/arcfc Gedanken iiber die Ehe (Zurich 1962), esp. 15-43; M. Pinnoy, "Plutarchus'
Consolatio ad Uxorem," Kleio 9 (1979) 65-86; W. L. Odom, A Study of Plutarch. The
Position of Greek Women in the First Century after Christ (unpubl. diss. Virginia 1961); V.
Longoni (introd., D. Del Como), Plutarco. Sull'amore (Milano 1986); A. Borghini, "Per una
semiologia del comportamento: strutture di scambio amoroso (Plut. Erot. 766C-D)," in Scriiti
in Ricordo di G. Buratti (Pisa 1981) 1 1-39; F. Le Corsu, Plutarque et lesfemmes dans les "Vies
Paralleles" (Paris 1981).
'* The Erotikos, Uke Petronius' Banquet in the Satyricon, seems influenced by Xenophon's
Symposion. On Xenophon, see Foucault, U, 116, 167, 248, 256; Goessler, 22. Xenophon, 8.
3, praises conjugal love. Kallimachos' Epigram 1 advises a youth not to marry above his status.
" Beautifully interpreted by C. Segal, "Ovid's Cephalus and Procris: Myth and Tragedy," GB
1 (1978) 175-205, esp. 177, 183. For a less idealistic interpretation see F. E. Brenk, "Tumulo
Solacia or Foedera Lecti: The Myth of Cephalus and Procris in Ovid's Metamorphoses"
/iu«/lge 2 (1982/1983) 9-22.
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nearby shrine of the Muses on Mount Helicon, where Plutarch and his
friends have retired for more tranquillity.'* For a clamorous event had
broken the traditional somnolence of Thespiai. Bacchon, the town's
celebrated love (eromenos), had been contemplating marriage with a young
and wealthy widow, Ismenodora. But being a minor he had asked for more
experienced advice. The two referees, though, deadlocked, have entrusted the
decision to Plutarch and his friends. A debate now ensues over the
superiority of homosexual or heterosexual love—for boys or women—with
each side denigrating the other, and over the relative merits of marrying
above one's status. At that moment a friend gallops up to relate that not
only has Ismenodora kidnapped the apparently willing Bacchon from the
palaistra but her female friends have already dressed him in a wedding gown
{himation) (754E-55A).i9
The second important consideration is the assertion—in regard to the
Platonic doctrine of love—that "dim, faint effluvia of the truth" are scattered
about in Egyptian mythology {762A). This is not an isolated cadence, for
at 764A Soklaros asks Plutarch to return to the Egyptian material:
But as for your hint that Egyptian myth is in accord with the Platonic
doctrine of Eros, you can no longer keep from revealing and explaining
your meaning. We would love to hear even only a small bit of matters so
great.
Plutarch at this point, as in his essay On Isis and Osiris, alludes to one
Egypdan myth identifying Eros with the sun and another identifying
Aphrodite with the moon. He continues with his own explanation of the
philosophical distinction between the sun, which belongs to the visible
(horaton) and Eros, part of the intelligible sphere (jioeton).
The matter is dropped there, but it suggests Plutarch's reinterpretation
of the Eros of Plato's "middle" period (Symposion, Phaidros, Politeia
[Republic], and Phaidon).^ Moreover, Plutarch seems to "sign" his work.
He apparently is referring here to the final speech of On the E at Delphi—
which explains the distinction between the visible sun and the true Apollon-
'* The feminism of Plutarch's dialogues is limited: women—even his wife and Ismenodora
—
should be heard (about) but not seen (or talk).
" Goessler (27) discusses the dramatic techniques here.
^ See J. Dillon, The Middle Plalonisls (London 1977) 184-230, esp. 201; "The Academy in
the Middle Platonic Period," Dionysius 3 (1979) 63-78, esp. 65-«8; "Plutarch and Second
Century Plalonism," in A. H. Armstrong, ed.. Classical Mediterranean Spirituality (London
1986) 214-29, esp 223-25; J. Glucker, Anliochus and the Late Academy (Gottingen 1978) 96-
97, 207-71; P. L. Donini, Le scuole, I'anima, I'impero: lafilosofia antica da Antioco a Plotino
(Torino 1982) 1 17-21, and "Plutarco, Ammonio e I'Academia," in Miscellanea plutarchea, 97-
1 10; J. Banhelmess, "Recent Work on the Moralia" idem 61-81, esp. 72-74; C. Froidefond,
"Plutarque et le platonisme," ANRW H. 36. 1 (1987) 185-233; J. Whittaker, "Platonic
Philosophy in the Early Centuries of the Empire," idem 81-123, esp. 1 17-21; F. E. Brenk, "An
Imperial Heritage: The Religious Spirit of Plutarch of Chaironeia," idem 248-349, esp. 262-75
("Indices," ANRW H. 36. 2 [1987] 1300-22).
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Helios, the one and unchangeable God, whose image is the sun. He also
seems to publicize a future Isis and Osiris, his treatise on Egyptian Isis
religion. The vocabulary of the Erotikos and the tentative manner of
broaching the subject appear to exclude an already issued Peri Isidos kai
Osiridos.
The reference reinforces the chronological relationship between the
Erotikos and the Peri Isidos—dialogues most likely belonging to Plutarch's
latest period of literary activity .2' We are only beginning to understand the
status of women in the Early Empire. But Plutarch, with some
ambivalence, certainly succumbed to the epoch's fascination for Isis. In his
essay on the Isiac religion he transformed the central myth, the goddess Isis'
search for the dead Osiris and resuscitation of her husband's body, into a
Platonic allegory of the soul's ascent toward the Form of the Beautiful. But
in his desire to metamorphosize the myth into a Middle Platonic allegory
with Osiris symbolizing the Form of the Beautiful and Isis as his lover, he
redirected the main thrust of Isis religion, which is centered on the power
and omnipotence of Isis.
In the light of On Isis and Osiris some of the more radical
developments of the Erotikos receive sharper contours. Plutarch's most
spectacular achievement—contrasting with Plato's Symposion and
Phaidros—might appear to be the eulogy of heterosexual married love and,
in particular, the element of reciprocity between male and female. But such a
view was actually current in philosophical circles long before Plutarch.
Such love was a popular theme in Roman literature—though often
patronizing, humorous, or pathetic—for example, in Ovid. Plutarch's
greatest achievement, then, was not the glorification of heterosexual—and
especially married—love over homosexual or pederastic love but rather the
introduction of heterosexual love into the Platonist's study—namely the
ascent of the soul to the Beautiful in Itself, and a new anthropomorphic
conception of the Beautiful as the final goal {telos) of the soul. Thus the
calling card of the Middle Platonists, "assimilation to God" (6|ioicooi<; Sew)
acquires a very Uteral meaning.^^
^' See Flaceliere, 7-11; C. P. Jones, "Towards a Chronology of Plutarch's Works." JRS 56
(1966) 61-74 (66), and Plutarch and Rome (Oxford 1971) 34. Froidefond, 211-12, accepts
Flaceliere's arguments. On Peri Isidos see G. W. Bowersock, "Some Persons in Plutarch's
Moralia" CQ 15 (1965) 267-70; discussion in F. E. Brenk, in Mist Apparelled. Religious
Themes in Plutarch's Moralia and Lives (Leiden 1977) 5-6.
The Markos Antonios, one of the last, or the last, Lives of PluUrch, also uses the Isis
motif. See Brenk, "Imperial Heritage," 319—citing F. Le Corsu, "Cleopatre-Isis," Bull. Soc.
Frang. d'Egyplolog. 82 (1978) 22-23, and Isis. Son mythe et ses mysteres (Paris 1977) 86-91,
Plutarque et lesfemmes dans les "Vies Paralleles" (Paris 1981) 220-23. The matter is treated in
C. B. R. PeUing's commentary. Plutarch. Life ofAntony (Cambridge 1988) 251-52, 319.
^ Froidefond treats Plutarch's daimon (with ihe rejection of Plato's Eros-daimon), the twist on
onoioxjic; 6eS, and the close relationship between the Erotikos and Peri Isidos (206-12). See
also, D. Babut, "Sur quelques enigmes du "Phedre."' BAGB (1987, 3) 260-84; 277.
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Plutarch's allegorization of the Isis myth combines—or confuses—the
fundamentals of Platonism. Such confusion has enormous consequences for
the conception of three fundamentals of Middle Platonism: matter, God
(Demiourgos or Nous), and the model (paradeigma or Form).^ In Plutarch's
allegorical interpretation of the Isis myth, reflected in the Erotikos, these
elements become terribly confused. Platonic matter (receptacle, potency,
etc.) refuses to sit quietly at home while the Form of the Beautiful delights
in its (his. His) new-found mind {logos, or nous). A corrollary—not fully
developed by Plutarch but with a great futiu-e—is the divine love for the
soul, a love going far beyond the mere paternal or providential love of gods
or God in Greek religion or philosophy. The Form of the Beautiful, once
only an object, rejoices not only in its new-found mind but also in its
power to return or initiate love. But Osiris, who is identified with the
Form, also has nous and is responsible for the creation of the world. Thus,
Osiris is assimilated somewhat to the Demiourgos. Isis, who is matter,
also has nous and as the object of Osiris' love assumes something of the
function of the Form.
The Platonic ascent toward the Form of the Beautiful as a passive
intellectual object has been transformed by Plutarch into the reciprocal love
of the soul and its telos, conceived of as both the Form of the Beautiful and
a divine person. First, speaking of Eros as the soul's guide to the Beautiful
he compares the god to the sun—in Plato and in Plutarch an image of the
Form of the Beautiful. In the ever fluid and slippery allegorical
interpretations of Peri Isidos, Osiris, too, like Eros, is the guide to the
telos, or vision, and is compared to the sun. This Platonic aspect of the
allegorical interpretation of the myth is also traditional.
Once the inner dynamic of the Isis religion enters, the goddess becomes
a very active element, analogous to the supreme divinity of the aretalogies.
Even in Plutarch's minimalizing account, she is the driving force which
discovers and reanimates Osiris' dismembered body, in love overcoming all
obstacles, even the death of the beloved. The terminology for the divine
union is that of Plato's homosexual or pederastic lovers. But we should not
forget that even Plato treated Alkestis, who died for her husband, Admetos,
as a supreme example of dedicated love, nor that her love, like that of Isis,
overcame death (nor, perhaps, that it was Euripides who immortalized her).
Isis, like the pederast, must be the active element; for the quest for the
beloved precedes that for the Beautiful. Osiris corresponds first to the
beloved boy, then to the Form of the Beautiful in the Platonic works. For
the strikingly erotic union of the soul with the Form, Plato again was
Plutarch's inspiration, but, as so often, the pupil outstripped the master.
^ Elaborated by S. M. Chiodi, "Tematica ierogamica nel De /side," Miscellanea plularchea,
121-26, and "Demiurgia e ierogamia nel de Iside pluUrcheo. Un'esegesi platonica del mito
egiziano," SMSR 52 (1986) 33-51. See also Brenk, "Imperial Heritage," 301-03; Froidefond,
224-25,231.
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Subtle, perhaps unconscious, transformations occur in the elaboration
of the philosophical myth as Plutarch replaces Plato's primarily homosexual
model with a heterosexual one. Osiris (Form of the Beautiful) must
according to the myth also be an active element, the eternal lover of Isis
(receptacle, chora, matter, potency, etc.)- Isis' ardent lover Osiris thus
replaces the inanimate object—the passive, though divine and intelligible
but not rational, Platonic Form. Reciprocity is extolled. Plutarch has not
only betrayed Plato by creating a different function for the Form but has
planted a time-bomb in Platonism, the acceptance by future Platonists of an
equivalence between God and the Form.
We can begin to discern the creeping metamorphosis of Platonic
terminology. "Lovely" {erasmion, Erotikos 765D, F) reflects erasmiotaton
used in Phaidros (250E) for the Form of the Beautiful, but "beloved"
{agapetos, 765D) is an intruder. Also somewhat unusual is "dear" (philion,
765D). Combined, we find this remarkable description of the soul's reaction
to the Beautiful: ". . . courting ... the truly lovable and blessed and
beloved of all and dear" (ib Epdo|iiov d^tiGox; Kai (laKdpiov Kal cpiXiov
otTiaai Ktti dyaTiTiTov, 765D), echoed at 765F: "produces a refraction of
memory from that appearing beautiful here, toward the divine and lovable
and in all truth blessed and marvelous Beauty" (. . . to GeTov Kal epdojivov
Kal ^.aKdpvov (ac, aX-r\QS)c, ekeivo Kal Gauiidaiov KaX.ov).^'' In the
Phaidros we find "the desire and mystery of true lovers" (TipoGup-ia |iev ouv
Twv (oq d^TjGcoq epcovTcov Kal teXzxi], 253C) but this is applied to
human love.^ We do find, though, in relationship to "the divine Beautiful
in itself, unique in form" (avxb to Geiov koKov ^ovoei5e<;) the ambiguous
word "consorting with" (ouvEivai, ouvovToq ax>i<Jb,Symposion 21 ID,
212A), and following upon a pederastic context "yearn for Being" (opeyriTai
Tou ovToq, Phaidon 65C), "love the truth [the true] (dpdv te tov dA.T|Gouq,
Philebos SSD).^^ Makarion, which has divine, eschatological, and erotic
connotations in Plutarch, in Plato is applied to the vision rather than to the
Form itself: "the blessed vision ("beatific vision") and sight" (iiaKapiav
b\i/\v TE Kal Grav, Phaidros 250B), "of mysteries most blessed, . . . happy,
straightforward appearances" (teXexcov . . . naKapiondTTiv . . . dnXd . . .
^ See Martin, "Amatorius." 521. 765D is paralleled in Symposion 204C, where to
EpaoTov = TO tS ovTi KuXov Kul a|3p6v Kal teXeov KOI (laKapiffTOv; cf. Alkinoos,
Didaskalikos XXVH. 2 (180. 6-8) (perhaps influenced by Plato, Timaios 87C). See Whittaker,
"Platonic Philosophy," 92, and "Proclus and the Middle Platonists," in J. Pfipin, ed., Proclus.
Lecleur el inlerprele des Anciens (Paris 1987) 287-89. This was a key text in Middle
Platonism, with a nouble parallel in Alkinoos X (165. 27) and Plutarch, Peri Isidos 374D: T0\i
TtpcoTcoi; cpaoTovi xal e<(>£tou Kai TeXeiou Kal aiJTctpKouc; (8 npanox, V: npioTov O
[hiatus] EpaTou Markl. at cf. Platonis loc. ciL / ecpctov] dq)eTou m).
" 253C 3 teXetti corr. Par. 1808: xtXtvrfy BT. OCT texts and apparatus used for the
Platonic quotations. On teXetti overTEXEVTT), see C. J. Rowe, Plalo: Phaedrus (Warminster
1986) 187; Brenk, y//S 107 (1987)206.
^ So A. J. Festugiere, Contemplation el vie contemplative selon Plalon (Paris 1950) 352-
53—with some exaggeration.
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Kai eiL)5ainova (pdanaxa, Phaidros 250B-C), and at 256A-B the better
life in this world is called "most blessed and harmonious" (nampiov nev
Kal 6hovot|tik6v).2^
Since Plato was more concerned with presenting an intellectual vision
of the Form, he continually stresses direct vision, sight, an intellectual
knowledge or grasp when he comes to speak directly of the Form. The
erotic association of Isis with the Form of the Beautiful (Osiris) in the Peri
Isidos comes from Plato's description of the passion of homosexual love,
the prelude to real love—which in the Phaidros is reciprocal. At times this
vocabulary, when used for the Form, is startling—even though it is more
traditional than one might expect. For example we find "associating in
beautiful things" (^oi^ KaXoiq oin^Tjoac;, Erotikos 766B) and "this goddess
also who participates always with the first god and is associated with Him
in the love of the fair and lovely things about him ... in love . . . consorts
with him . . . yearns for him . . . and being importunate over him . . .
(awouaav eponi x£>v nepX eKEivov dyaQSv Kal KaA,cbv . . . epav . . .
ouvoTJoav . . . noGeiv . . . yXix'°\i.ivT\v ekeivov, Peri Isidos 374F-75A),
"loving always and pursuing and consorting in love with" (Epcooav (xeI
Kal 8icbKo-uoav Kal ODvouoav, 383A) for Isis' love of the Beautiful
(kallos) as a model for the soul's intellectual vision.^*
As elsewhere in Plutarch we find him somewhat reluctant to directly
identify God with the Form of the Beautiful. Here, for Isis' love of Osiris
he employs the phrase "the beautiful and fair things about him" (crovot)oav
EpcoTi Twv Ttepl EKEivov dyaGcbv Kal KaXSv, 374F-75A), where in the
Greek of his period, for example, "those about Epikouros" can simply mean
"Epikouros." Similarly the conduct of Osiris, who is equivalent to the
supreme God and the Form of the Beautiful, is described in ambiguous
language: ". . . of which end {telos) is the knowledge of the first and lord
—
whom the goddess encourages us to seek—beside her and with her living and
consorting" (. . . nap' ax>iT\ Kal |j.ei' a-t)Tfi(; ovxa Kal owovra, 352A).
Makarion also takes on an erotic context. The soul's desire for the
Platonic Form at Erotikos 765F is for "(he divine and lovable and dear and
^ See C. Riedweg, Myslerienterminologie bei Platon, Philon und Klemens von Alexandrien
(Berlin 1987), with reference to gold plates, epigraphy etc., esp. 334.
^ Text of Peri Isidos, J. G. Griffiths. Plutarch's De hide et Osiride (Cambridge 1970); see in
particular, 1\-1^, 563-65; and J. Hani, La religion Sgyptienne dans la pensie de Plutarque
(Paris 1976)20-21.
Professor Donini beUeves the Erotikos presupposes, and was chronologically close to,
Plutarch's De Facie in Orbe Lunae—especiaUy evident at Erotikos 764D. In his view, PluUrch
in De Facie 939E, 944E, and 945C already toys with sexual distinctions and erotic language for
the female moon and male sun (as the image of the Good [Politeia] and supreme God and Father-
Begetter of the Kosmos [Timaios]); but he discovered in the Egyptian myth more fenUe
possibilities for sexual and reciprocal symbolism.
Plutarch's allegorical interpretation was aided by virtually limiting himself to pre- or early
Hellenistic sources (Griffiths, 75-100, esp. 84-85), where Osiris has more importance than Isis.
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beloved . . . Beauty" (theion, erasmion, makarion . . . kalonY^ The phrase
is not unlike that in Plutarch's treatise On the Face in the Moon, the final
part of which contains an eschatological inyth. Here intellect sees an image
of the Fonn reflected in the sun. Intellect {nous) is separated from soul
(psyche) through love of "the desirable and beautiful and divine and blessed"
{epheton, kalon, theion, makarion, 944E) "for which all nature in one way
or another yearns" (opeyeTai—another ambiguous term).^° Plato's
impersonal descriptions of the Form—"the really real" (to ontos on), "of
single form" (monoeides)—^tend to disappear. Plutarch's hagnos (pure, holy,
inviolable) joins the Platonic hieros (holy) and katharos (pure) in the
context of the Beautiful: "the holy and sacred (hieros and hosios) Osiris,"
"the invisible and the unseen, the dispassionate and pure (hagnon) kingdom
of Osiris" (Peri Isidos 375E, 382-83A). In Plutarch's romantic context the
intellectual vision is not only, as in Plato, a mystery (telete) but also a
marriage made in heaven, a hieros gamos?^
The language in some respects echoes Philo, the Alexandrian
philosopher of the Julio-Claudian period, who also equates God with the
Form of the Beautiful. On the Cherubim speaks of God being the summit
and the goal (telos) of happiness (eudaimonia)—"blessed, incorruptible,
bestowing on all from the fountain of the beautiful (Beautiful? [kalon]); for
the things of this world would not be beautiful, if they were not
impressions from the archetype, in truth, the uncreated beautiful, blessed
(makarion), imperishable" (86). Or, "God himself becomes our
hierophantes causing us to see the hidden beauties (kalle), invisible to non-
initiates . . . You souls, who have tasted the divine love(s) (theioi erotes),
hasten toward the vision, which draws all eyes to itself . . ." (On Dreams I.
164, 165); ". . . he entered into the darkness where God was, that is, into
the unseen, invisible, incorporeal, and model essence (paradeigmatike ousia)
of all existent things . . . revealing Himself a work like a painting, all
beautiful and divine in form." (Moses I. 158). Some contemplate the
"Uncreated, Divine, the First Good, and Beautiful and Happy (eudaimon) and
Blessed (makarion), . . . that better than the Good and more beautiful than
the Beautiful, and more blessed than blessedness, more happy, moreover,
than happiness itself (. . . to KpeixTov |iev dyaGou, kcxXXiov 5e KaXou,
Kai uttKapioTTiToq |iev liaKapicbxepov, evSainoviai; 5e avTfjq
^' Martin, "Amatorius," 492-94, 522. Whillaker, "Platonic PhUosophy," 92, notes that-
influenced by Tlmaios 87C—the couplet theion and erasmion appears as well in Alkinoos,
Didaskalikos XXVII. 2 (180. 6-8) and may have been popular in Middle Platonism.
'" The term epheton is defined as Aristotelian in H. Chemiss and W. C. Helmbold, Plutarch's
Moralia XU (Cambridge, Mass. 1968) 213, note g. But Whittaker, seeing its roots rather in
Philebos 20D, observes that though Plutarch and Alkinoos—independently and alone among
Middle Platonists—used it, it did not resurface until the Neoplatonists ("Proclus," 287-88).
" Y. Vemifere, "Initiation et eschatologie chez Plutarque." in J. Ries, ed., Les riles
d'initiation (Louvain-La Neuve 1986) 335-52, esp. 338, 346, 349, treats the mystery aspect.
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EV)8ai|ioveaTepov. . .) and of anything else besides the above—should it
exist^more perfect." (Embassy to Gaius 5)^^
Plato's Timaios—on the nature of the universe
—
for which we have a
long Plutarchan commentary, is responsible for some of the changes. Both
extol logos and noeton. But though the Form of the Beautiful exists in the
noeton, neither Plato nor Plutarch in his commentary attribute logos to the
Form. Logos belongs par excellence to the Craftsman-Creator, the
Demiourgos. Plato's own thought on creation was obviously obscure. The
elusiveness of God in Plato elsewhere and the tendency of Platonic
philosophy after him suggest that his Demiourgos belongs to an
Einsteinian understanding of the intelligibility granted matter. The kosmos
itself contains a kind of intelligence or power of evolution and self-
organization—albeit, a rationality (logos), unlike that of the Stoics,
physically separate from matter. But outstanding commentators on the
Timaios, both ancient and modern, have interpreted the Demiourgos not
merely as an allegorical representation of the intelligibility shaping matter
but as a non-anthropomorphic mind (nous) responsible for the evolution of
the cosmos. ^^ In any case the line between the complex of Ideas, the
intelligible universe (kosmos noetos), and nous had begun to wear thin by
Plutarch's day. His simplifying approach to Plato, combining elements
from disparate passages, though cautious in its terminology, radically
transforms the impersonal lelos of Plato into an anthropomorphic, even
erotic God. The Isis myth may have led him whither he willed not, but the
pretext of an allegorical interpretation allowed him more freedom in
expressing his new concept of God than would a strictly philosophical
exposition. At least, in the allegorical interpretation he appears more radical
than elsewhere.
Heterosexual love, as in the old cosmogonic myths, begins the
universe. The love of Isis and Osiris—who apparently had studied
Plutarch's commentary on the Timaios—generates their child Horos, an
allegory for the kosmos. Divine love becomes the paradigm for human
love. Thus, human aphrodisia receive a new philosophical and religious
dimension. Human love becomes a reflection of the quasi-eternal divine
'^ PhUo texts those of R. Amaldez et al, eds., Les oeuvres de Philon (Paris 1963-1972); see
XXXn, A. PeUetier, Legatio ad Caium (1972) 64, note 2, for parallels here. J. DUlon, "The
Transcendence of God in Philo: Some Possible Sources," Center for Hermeneutical Studies 16
(1975) 1-8, with responses by G. E. Caspary, 9-18, and D. Winston. 19-22, is an excellent
discussion of this knotty problem. Similar to Philo and Plutarch is Alkinoos (Albinos),
Didaskalikos X. 3 (164); see Invemizzi. 26, and Whittaker, "Platonic PhUosopy," 102-10.
'' Discussion in Brenk, "Imperial Heritage," 262-75, esp. 263, 268-69; add J. B. Skemp,
"The Spirituality of Socrates and Plato," Classical Mediterranean Spirituality, 103-20 (1 16-19);
and R. D. Mohr, The Platonic Cosmology (Leiden 1985) 39-41. See also J. P. Hershbell,
"Plutarch's 'De animae procreatione in Timaeo": An Analysis of Structure and Content,"
ANRW 11. 36. 1 (1987) 234-47, esp. 235-38. In Middle Platonism the Demiourgos moved
from supreme principle active in the world to a second God (Nous)—sometimes confused with
the world-soul; see Dillon, Middle Platonists, 7.
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love which begot and continues to beget the world and all within. The
aphrodisia are not simply the Epicurean sensual motions constituting sexual
pleasure—so well described in the verses of Lucretius' De rerum natura—
motions deprived of mystery and religious significance. Rather, they hint at
the soul's eternal destiny. An image of the love which generated Plato's
most perfect kosmos, they aid in the philosophical ascent. In marriage,
though, as in Plato's myth of lovers, human love must deepen. With the
passage of time the more sexual or sensual aspects of love should cede to a
purer and more intellectual appreciation of the other's true beauty. Marriage,
then, initiates Platonic love—conceived, however, not as a movement
toward an impassive Form but for a responsive Lover.
Ring composition, appropriate to this Greek setting, will hopefully
swing us back where we began, to the tale of Ismenodora and Bacchon. In
her love for Bacchon, Ismenodora, hke Isis, is the driving force. Her name,
though indicating force {is, menos), also suggests Isis. As beautiful and
lovable, the boy Bacchon represents the Form of the Beautiful, the destiny
of the true lover. His name—a form of Bacchos—suggests Dionysos, the
Greek name for Osiris. Passive in receiving her love, once she has taken
the initiative, he also actively returns it—becoming even more assimilated
to Osiris, the god of reciprocal love.^
A simultaneous plot, leaving the resolution in doubt until the last
minute, parallels the denouement of the philosophical inquiry. The literary
medium is that of On the Daimonion of Sokrates. The theme of this
dialogue is the nature of Sokrates' daimonion ("the divine," or
"supernatural"—not really "genius"), but through the dialogue the exciting
events of the Theban insurrection under Epaminondas against Spartan rule
are woven. The Ismenodora-Bacchon tale, commencing and finishing the
dialogue, is not extraneous. The Eroiikos is played out against a backdrop
of the visible love of Ismenodora and Bacchon^the horaton, so to speak
—
while the noeton, the invisible hierogamia with the now personal Beautiful,
embraces the logos of the participants. Such a hierogamia is the telos of
each true lover. The female's aggressivity in the quest for the Form of the
Beautiful (Bacchon, Osiris), then, is the underlying thread of the
"phainomenal" romances which close the work.
As in the entire Plutarchan corpus, divided between philosophy (Ethika)
and lives (Bioi), real events balance against theoretical speculation.
Plutarch's examples of heroic women are notable too in not being Umited,
like those of Plato, to Athens or mythical Greece. Rather, geographically
^ Professor Barigazzi notes the real etymology of the heroine's name—^"gift of Ismenos," (the
river of Thebes). Dionysiac associations may be intended; cf. Euripides, Bacchai 5: "I have
arrived at Diike's streams and Ismenos' water." Naturally such connotations add to the mystical-
eschatological orientation of the Eroiikos, besides linking "Ismenodora" to "Bacchon." Plutarch
omits at this point the role of Bacchon as Eros-mystagogue, leading Ismenodora to the Idea
(Form) of the Beautiful.
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they reflect the universal breadth of the Graeco-Roman world. In tone, too,
they breathe a realism not so evident in the world of Plato's dialogues.
Camma, who avenges her husband by drinking a poisonous toast with his
murderer, is from Gaul. So is Empona, who ostensibly mourning her dead
husband, mates with him in his underground hiding place and bears him
sons.^^ The quasifictional character, Semiramis—whose assassination of
Ninos is related earlier in the dialogue—is Assyrian.
With the exception of the Semiramis story, the tales of female virtue or
courage—of Camma and Empona and their husbands—are in fact traditional
depictions of womanly virtue. Still they underscore the courage and tenacity
of women dedicated to a beloved husband. Above all Ismenodora and
Semiramis, who assume male roles, symbolize the new erotic dialectic.^^
One, in abducting Bacchon, assumes the role of Herakles—the epitome of
masculinity and philandering. Semiramis, only the maid and concubine of a
palace slave of Ninos, becomes through her inteUigence a Klytaimestra, not
only contriving the execution of the king and ruling in his place but
winning Plutarch's approbation. The other accounts, though, besides being
illustrations of courage and nobility—demolishing the denigrations of
pederasts—contain primary Isiac themes: a wife's search and mourning for
her dead or assumed to be dead husband, the bearing of children to the
"defunct" (Empona); revenge for murder (Camma), and undying, married
love triumphing over death and the grave.
Essential to the dialogue is the counterpoint in themes of harmony and
disharmony—not surprising where the Muses and Eros invisibly preside.
The dialogue begins with the dissonance between the parents of Plutarch's
wife, the event bringing the young couple to Thespiai. There follows the
strange resonance between Ismenodora and Bacchon, the disharmonious
arguments deadlocking the referees, the choros of the friendly circle of
Plutarch, the discord of their arguments, the harmony of Ismenodora and
Bacchon, which turns abduction into marriage, the return to the disharmony
of the arguments of homo- and heteroadvocates, the accord of Rolemaios
Philadelphos ("lover of his sister") and his concubine Belestiche, the sour
note in the love story of Ninos, assassinated by Semiramis, the wedding
preparations of Ismenodora and Bacchon soon to be celebrated in song,
followed by the Roman Galba's resignation to his wife's strident infidelity,
the sun's and moon's tuneful progression, and the harmonious finale, the
undying loves of Camma and Sinatus, of Empona and Sabinus.^^
^' Recounted in PluUrch's Mulierum Virtutes 257E-58C (Haceliere, 152); see also Stadter,
Plutarch's Historical Methods, 103-06; on Empona, Flacelierc, 154-55.
'* Flaceliere, 138; A. M. G. Capomacchia, Semiramis. Una femminilitd riballala (Rome
1986), esp. 24-26, 29-31. The story appeared in a romance found in many versions. Other of
Plutarch's heroines here are Abrotonon (Habrotonon?) of Thrace, Bacchis of Miletos, and
Belestiche of Alexandria.
'' And the reconciliation of all the participants (Longoni, 159-60).
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In conclusion, the philosophical originality of the Erotikos consists not
particularly in its egalitarian treatment of love and marriage. Rather the
evaluation of marriage, including sexuaUty, in the ascent toward the Form,
and the identification of the Form with a loving God are its revolutionary
aspects. The powerful expression of the dialogue, however, emphasizing
striking contrast with Plato's Symposion and Phaidros conceals the more
radical philosophical message.^*
Pontifical Biblical Institute, Rome
'* Thanks are due to Professors Christopher J. Rowe of Bristol and John Whittaker of
Memorial University, St. John's, Newfoundland, for carefully going over the manuscript and
making many helpful corrections and suggestions—the first especially in the Platonic matter
and the second in the Middle Platonic parallels. The author is grateful also to Professors John
Dillon of Trinity College, Dublin, Adebno Barigazzi of the University of Florence, and Pier-
Luigi Donini of Torino, who also kindly looked over the text and suggested improvements.
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npoq Tov eiTiovxa—Sources and Credibility of
De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 8
JOHN GLUCKER
How does one ascertain that a saying ascribed to Zeno of Citium represents
a genuine philosophical view of the founder of Stoicism? This is no idle
question. By the time of Diogenes Laertius at the latest, most people seem
no longer to have read the works of the early Stoics. Having completed the
biographical section in his Life of Zeno (VII. 1-38), Diogenes proceeds to
offer us, not a summary of Zeno's own philosophy, but a Stoic Koivf|. His
excuse for this (VII. 38)—8ia to xotixov KxtatTiv yeveoGai if\c,
aipeoecoq—is feeble. The Stoics were no Epicureans or Pythagoreans,
claiming to carry on and disseminate the "true doctrines" discovered once for
all by a divine founder: even Diogenes' own doxography enters, from time
to time, into details about disagreements and disputes among the various
Stoics. Plato was also the founder of a "school of thought." This does not
prevent Diogenes from presenting us with a long summary of Plato's own
dpeoKovTa (III. 67-109). When Diogenes' source supplies an account of
various dycoyaC within the same school, he has no hesitation in
reproducing his source's doxography with all the shades of difference (III.
86-97). It is merely that by his time, very few people were likely to have
read the hundreds of scrolls written by Zeno, Cleanthes, Chrysippus and
their disciples and followers—or rather, those of them still readily available.
Even by the time of Cicero, the ordinary educated man—even a writer on
philosophical themes like Cicero himself—did not attempt to read the
original works of the early Stoics, but used summaries and doxographies.
What about Plutarch?
It is not my intention here to deal, yet again, with the whole issue of
Plutarch's familiarity with early Stoic sources. Much has been written on
it, from many different angles, often in terms of such generalities and
probabilities as "Plutarch, who read so much ..." or "Plutarch must have
read his Zeno—he quotes him so often" (the examples are my invention, but
they are not pure fiction). I have chosen to concentrate on one piece of
Plutarchean evidence which, I believe, can be treated as a test case. Here,
then, is the text of De Stoicorum Repugnantiis 8:
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Tlpbc, xov eijiovxa
'\ir\8i SiKTiv 8iKdoTi(;, Ttplv a|a.(p(o |iv0ov aKovorii;'
ocvTeX-eyev 6 Zt|V(dv xoio-uTtp tivl Xoyo) xp^nevoq 'en' ajceSei^ev 6
TtpoTEpoi; eiTicov, o\)K aKovoxeov xov 5EDTepo\) X.Eyovxo<; (jt£pa<;
yap exEi x6 ^t|xov)hevov), eix' ouk citieSei^ev (o|xoiov y«P wq ei
HTi5' -OTcriKOVGE kA.ti0£1(; f\ wjcaKotioai; exepexioev). tixoi 5'
a.nibeiE,zv f\ ovk anibzi^tv o\)k ciKo-oaxEov apa xov bevxipov
kiyovioq.' xovxov bk xov Xoyov tpanriaaq ailxoi; dvxEYpctcpE |iev
npbq ir\v TlXa.-c(ovoc, IloA-ixEiav, eX-ve 5e oo(pio|j.axa, koi ttiv
6ia?L£KxiKTiv cbq xomo icoiEiv 5vva|ievTiv ekeXede Jiapa^auPdvEiv
zoxiq |ia0Tixd(;. Kaixoi f\ ditfiSEi^E nX.dxcov ti q-uk drefiSEi^E xd ev
xfi IloA-ixEia, Kax' oidiztpov 5' fiv dvayKaiov dvxiypdcpeiv dXA.d
Jtdvxtoq icEpixxov Ktti ndxaiov. x6 5' awxo xai JtEpi xSv
OCCpiOndxCOV EOXIV ElTtElV.'
A genuine piece of evidence for an "eccentric" Zenonian doctrine? This
is the way in which our passage has been regarded by numerous
distinguished scholars in the last hundred years or so. A. C. Pearson
includes two parts of this chapter, as Fragments 29 (the anecdote) and 6
{eXve—xox>q |j,a0T|X(X(;) of Zeno, in his Fragments ofZeno and Cleanthes?-
On the anecdote, he comments: "The argument is couched in the syllogistic
form which Zeno especially affected: see Introd. p. 33"^—where the
specimens of syllogism he adduces are very different from the disjunctive
argument in our passage. What matters, however, is that Pearson takes this
chapter of Plutarch seriously as a piece of Zenonian doctrine. So does von
Amim, who has the anecdote as SVF I. 78 (Zeno, Rhetorica), the sentence
concerning Plato as I. 259 (Zeno, Ethica), and the sentence on sophisms as
I. 50 (Zeno, Logica). Nicola Festa regards the anecdote as the only
surviving fragment of Zeno's lost work "EXeyxoi 8tjo.'' Alfons Weische
takes it to be an argument against Arcesilaus' practice in utramque partem
dispuiandi} Both are quoted by the late Harold Cherniss in a note to his
edition of the text—true, without comments, but with an obvious
acceptance of our passage as genuine evidence for a Zenonian doctrine.* To
crown it all, we have the clear statement of Professor Daniel Babut in his
great work on Plutarch and the Stoics:
' Text: Pohlenz-Westman. I have omitted the apparatus, since there are no readings relevant
to the argument.
^The Fragments ofZeno and Cleanlhes, with introduction and explanatory notes ... by A.
C. Pearson . . . (London 1891) 80-81; 60-61.
^ Ibid. p. 60.
''Nicola Festa, Iframmenti degli Sloici antichi, vol. I (Bari 1932) 1 15-16.
' Alfons Weische, Cicero unddie neue Akademie (Munster 1961) 77-78.
* Plutarch's Moralia, vol. Xffl, part H, ed. by Harold Chemiss (Loeb Classical Library 1976)
429, note a. See his Introduction, 373-74.
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En revanche, De Stoic, rep. p. 1034 E (7) [misprint for 8-J. G.], de
port^e beaucoup moins gSnerale, et oil Plutarque semble reproduire presque
litt^ralment le raisonnement par lequel Z6non ddmontrait qu'il est inutile
dans un proces—ou en debat philosophique—de preter I'oreille aux deux
parties ou d'dcouter le point de vue de I'adversaire, doit etre consid6r6
comme une veritable citation, bien que Plutarque n'ait pas pris la peine ou
n'ait pas pu indiquer de quel livre elle provenait, et bien qu'U ne pr^tende
pas la reproduire mot a mot7
Doit etre considere comme une veritable citation. After all this, one
finds it surprising that this piece of "Zenonian doctrine" has not yet found
its way into the standard histories of Greek Philosophy or of the Stoa.*
But hold. If the argument in our anecdote were to be regarded as
representing a genuine philosophical position of Zeno, it would land him,
not merely in the contradictions indicated by Plutarch. It would also imply
a wholesale rejection of the task of dialectic as described by Zeno himself in
SVF I. 48^9—both independent of Plutarch. It would also imply that
such Chrysippean fragments as SVF II. 127-29 (all taken from Ch. 10 of
Stoic. Rep.) constitute a complete departure from a doctrine of the founder
of the school and a total rejection of that doctrine.
Let us now consider the form of the anecdote in our chapter. It is a
story about Zeno answering with a counter-argument (dvTeA.e7ev), a
literary quotation. Whether the hexametric line [iTiSe Siktiv SiKdo-jiq kxX.
is Pseudo-PhocyUdes' or Hesiod,^'' it is not very likely that the ancient poet
would have been introduced by Zeno as 6 eiticov, and that Zeno would quote
him simply to contradict him. Zeno is not Socrates of the "aporetic
dialogues." When Zeno wishes to quote poetry—even to alter its order or
its sense—other expressions are used: owExe(; te npoEcpEpETo . . . zohc, . .
.
Ex)pi7ii6o\) oziyip-oc,(jyL VII. 22); lovc, 0* 'HoioSo-o ot{%o-0(; ^ExaypdepEiv
ouTco (ib. 25); (pTjol to ek tfi^ Ni6pri<;(ib. 28). No. It is far more likely
that what we have here is not a quotation from one of Zeno's own works, in
which the ancient hexameter is brought in only to be confuted, but an
anecdote about Zeno. Someone, on some occasion, quoted this line of
poetry against Zeno. Zeno countered him with his disjunctive argument
—
showing, by the way, in the very act of refuting him that he had listened to
the other side: but on this later.
What we have here looks far more like the sort of literary anecdote
called by ancient rhetoricians xpdcu. A number of rhetorical manuals from
' Daniel Babul, Plutarque et le Sloicisme (Paris 1969) 222-23.
'I find no mention of it, for example, in any edition of Zeller, Ueberweg-Praechter, or
Pohlenz.
' Diehl, Anlh. Lyr? 2, p. 98, v. 87—cited in double square brackets. See his apparatus of
testimonia to this line.
"'Fr.338Merkelbach-WesL
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late antiquity deal at some length with xpeia as a rhetorical device.'^ Their
treatment of this sub-literary form is almost entirely the same, with many
sentences and passages repeated virtually word for word (except for the more
lengthy discussion of Theon, which is probably his own extension of what
he had found in his source). The question of their common source
(Hermogenes?) should be investigated elsewhere.'^ For our purpose, it
would be enough to quote at random a definition of xpeia offered by one of
these late rhetoricians:
Xpeia eaxi Xoyoc, fi Ttpa^i; evaxoxoq koV ovvto^o^, t'iq xi
jtpoacoicov dopion-cvov e'xoDoa xtjv ava<popdv, Jtpoi; eitavopGwciv
xivo(; xcov Ev xo) Pico jtapaXa|xPavonevTi."
It may also be of some use for our passage of Plutarch to note that one
of these rhetoricians realized that not each and every xpeia has to be serious
and to contain a moral: eoxi bk xapiev-ci^eoBai ttiv xpeiav evtoxe
\n\5kv E%ovoav PiKxpeXeq.^'' For the rest—as one could expect from
handbooks of rhetoric for the instruction of beginners—TtpoyuM-vdoiiaTa
—
much of their discussion is devoted to such exercises as turning a xpe^a
from one grammatical case to another; and their standard division of xpeicci
is into XoyiKaC, jipaKxiKai, (iiKiaC—a "literary," rather than a
"philological" classification. Fortunately, we have an earlier and very
" Hermogenes, Progymn. ch. 3; Aphlhonius, Progymn. ch. 3, pp. 23-25 Rabe; Theon,
Progymn. chs. 5-6, Spcngel, Rhet. Graeci 2, pp. 96-106; Nic. Soph., Progymn, ch. 3, Spengel
3, pp. 458-63. Modem literature: G. von Wartensleben, Begriffder griechischen Chreia und
Beilrdge zur Geschichle ihrerForm (Heidelberg 1901) (with a collection of philosophers' xpnai
on pp. 31-124—which does not include our anecdote in the Zeno section, pp. 128-30); Gustav
Adolf Gerhard, Phoinix von Kolophon, Texte und Untersuchungen (Leipzig und Berlin 1909)
247-53; 269 ff.; Heinrich Lausberg, Handbuch der lUerarischen Rhetoric (>lunchen 1960) vol. I,
536-40. Gerhard supplies numerous references to modem Uterature. Lausberg cites a wide range
of ancient sources, both Greek and Latin. For more recent literature, see also Klaus Berger,
"Hellenistische Gattungen im Neuen Testament," ANRW H. 25. 2, 1031-1432, with an
extensive bibliography, pp. 1379-1432. (The section relevant to our discussion: pp. 1092-
1110, and bibl. 1092); Robert C. Tannenhill, "Types and Functions of Apophthegms in the
Synoptic Gospels," ANRW H, 25. 2, pp. 1792-1829 (bibl. pp. 1826-29). Berger has a
"taxonomy" of xpEiai in Greek pagan and Jewish sources and the NT, according to "Frage und
Aniass der Chrien" and "Struktur der Antwort" (pp. 1096-1 103), which comes close to that of
Quintilian, and many of his examples are helpful. On p. 1095, he also refers to literature on
Xpeiai in Rabbinic sources. Tannenhill's division of xpEioci according to their purpose
("correction stories," "quest stories," "objection stories," and the like) has more to do with
modem literary theory than with ancient technique and practice. I owe the last two references to
Professor Frederick E. Brenk.
'^This common source is most likely to be later than Quintilian (see below), whose whole
treatment is hardly aware of it. The great reputation of Hermogenes in late antiquity suggests
that he may be the source.
"Nic. Soph. (n. 11 above) 459.
'* Theon (n. 1 1 above) 96. See also his discussion of the "jocular" type of xp£i«. PP- 99-
101.
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different discussion of xpeta, clearly independent of these later manuals,
which divides xpeiai into more "philological" groups: Quintilian I. 9. 4:
Chriarum plura genera traduntur: unum simile sententiae, quod est
positum in uoce simplici: "dixit ille" aut "dicere solebat"; alterum quod est
in respondendo: "interrogatus ille," uel "cum hoc ei dictum esset,
respondit"; tertium huic non dissimile: "cum quis dixisset aliquid" uel
"fecisset."
Quintilian goes on to mention also what the later rhetoricians called
jtpaKxiKTi xpeia: etiam in ipsorum faclis esse chrian putant . . . This
should not detain us. For our purpose, the important type of XP^^^ is
Quintilian's second category, in which someone was asked (epcoTn0ei(;) or
was told something by someone else (7tp6<; tov einovta), and he responded
(EiTtev, ecpT], (prioiv and the like). We shall soon return to this type of chria
in respondendo and cast an eye on the numerous examples of it in Diogenes
Laertius and some pseudo-Plutarchean collections of apophthegmata. Let us
first consider the nature and development of xpeia as a literary form.
The derivation of xpeia from the Homeric and Hesiodic aivoq and the
Aesopian fables, maintained by some modern scholars,'' seems to me
unlikely. A fable employing animals as symbols of human character and
behaviour and a story about a clever repartee by some great man—albeit that
the purpose of both is "to point a moral and adorn a tale"—are two different
things. XpEva starts not immediately after the age of epic poetry but a few
hundred years later, and in a philosophical milieu. The books of xpeiai
ascribed to Diogenes of Sinope by Diogenes Laertius, quoting Sotion (DL
VL 80) are given in a "dissenting list": it is not in the main list of his
works, probably derived from the Alexandrian catalogues, which precedes it.
Von Wartenslebcn may be right in regarding Metrocles the Cynic (DL VL
33) as the first compiler of a book of xpeiai known to us by title.'^ With
Zeno of Citium we seem to be on surer ground. Diogenes Laertius quotes
one anecdote about Crates the Cynic, Zeno's own teacher, on the authority
of Zt|vcov 6 KiTieuq ev xaTi; xpEiaii; (VI. 91). Aristo of Chius is reported
by Diogenes (VII. 163) to be the author of xpei«»v id; and Persaeus (VII.
36) as the author of xpe^wv 5'. It is far from certain that the xpEicc npbq
Aiovuaov ascribed by Diogenes (II. 84) to Aristippus of Cyrene is a
collection of apophthegms: why the singular? The other work, XpEiSv
tpia, is ascribed to him in Sotion's alternative hst (II. 85). It thus appears
that the practice of gathering such anecdotes and publishing them arose first
in the circles of the Cynics and the early Stoics. By the time we reach the
first century BCE, we have five anecdotes ascribed expressly to the Xpeiai of
Hecato, the pupil of Panaetius (DL VI. 4; 32; 95; VII. 26; 172), and two
'^ Von Wartenslebcn (n. 1 1 above) 8-27; Geriiard (ib.) 247-53.
'6 Von Wartenslebcn 29.
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anecdotes likely to have been lifted from the same collection (VII. 2; 181).^''
One can assume that in the three or four centuries which separate Diogenes
Laertius from Hecato, such collections of xpeiai must have increased and
multiplied as philosophy was leaving its private enclaves and becoming part
of a gentleman's education. The pseudo-Plutarchean collections of
apophthegms belong to this literary form and most probably to this period.
So does much of the material which went into the making of Gnomolo^ium
Vaticanum and other gnomologia.'*
When we come to Diogenes Laertius, we note, not merely that he
recounts innumerable xpeiai of various types—virtually hundreds of them.
We would rather have been surprised if he did not. What is more significant
is that most of his xpeiai tend to come in series, or in clusters, in one or
two places in each life. Since I have not seen this phenomenon noted
before, '' I supply here a provisional list of these clusters of xpeiai in
Diogenes Laertius:
Book I Thales: 35-36; Solon: 58-59; 60; 63; Chilon: 68-
69;77; Bias: 86-87; Cleobulus: 91-92; Periander: 97-98;
Anacharsis: 103-05; Myson: 107-08; Pherecydes: 117.
Bookn Anaxagoras: 7; 10; Socrates: 30-36; Aristippus: 66-
82; StUbo: 114-18; 119; 127-28.
Bookm Plato: 1-5.
BooklV Xenocrates: 10; Arcesilaus: 43; Bion: 47 (with the
significant introduction: nA-Eioxd xe
KaxaXiXoimv {)jio|ivTi(iaTa, aA.Xa Kal
d7to(p9eY|J.aTa xpeicbSii TtpayixaxEiav
TiepiEXOvxa.)^; 48-51.
" See Heinz GomoU, Der stoische Philosoph llekaton (Leipzig 1933) 90-91 ; 1 12-13.
'* As suggested already by Gerhard (n. 1 1 above) 252-53.
1' Richard Hope, The Book of Diogenes Laertius (New York 1930), deals mainly with
Diogenes' probable sources for anecdotes in the various Lives (pp. 71, 82-83), and with a literary
"taxonomy" of anecdotes according to their purpose and function (pp. 169-74). Eduard
Schwartz, article Diogenes Laertius (Diogenes 40), REV (= Realencydopddie, vol. v) (1905)
738-63, finds it sufficient to say: "Dass Diogenes Apophthegmensammlungen vorlagen, sah
schon Bahnsch; diese Untersuchungen lassen sich nur auf Grand handschrifUichen Materials
weiterfuhren" (758). But why? Bahnsch has not been available to me. I find no reference to
Xpetai in our latest book on this theme of the sources, J0rgen Mejer, Diogenes Laertius and his
Hellenistic Background, Hermes Einzelschriften 40 (Wiesbaden 1978)—where one might have
expected something in the section "Biographies of Philosophers," 90-93.
^Confirming, in similar words, the etymology offered by Theon (n. 11 above) 97: oti
HaXXov x<ov oXKoiM xpeia)5r|i; ecrtl tw pio). Von Wartensleben (n. 1 1 above) 28-29, argues
for this etymology, against the fantastic derivation from xP1<J(i6(; suggested by Wilhelm
GoetUing, but he does not refer to this passage of Diogenes. The derivation of XpEia from
Xpei<o5r|(;—although not much else about its nature and history—was already taken for granted
by Isaac Casaubon, Animadversiones in Athenaeum (Lugduni 1645) ("the last edition revised by
the author!") 4, line 22 ff.
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BookV Aristoteles: 17-19; Demetrius: 81.
Book VI Antisthenes: 3-9; Diogenes: 22-28; 30; 33-69; 80; 91.
BookVn Zeno Citieus: 16; 19-26; Aristo Chius: 163; Cleanthes:
171-74; Chrysippus: 182-84.
BookVm Pythagoras: 9; Theano: 43.
Book DC Zeno Eleaticus: 27; Pyrrho: 64; 66; 113.
Whether Diogenes compiled these large clusters of anecdotes from
various collections available to him, or copied them from one or two
gnomologia which already existed in his time, is a moot question. We
simply do not know about the structure of these early collections of xpeiai.
Some of the later gnomologia which have reached us are arranged in a
"doxographical" manner, by themes; some are arranged by philosophers.^'
The existence of clusters of xpeiai in Diogenes, and his general manner of
work, would suggest that such a collection of xpeiav arranged under the
names of individual philosophers (Hecato's?) was employed. What is of far
greater interest to us is the very large number of xpeiai in Diogenes and
other sources which employ the formulae cpcmriGeii; or 7tp6<; tov eiitovTa
in their "protasis," and etpri, einev (or the like) in their "apodosis":
Quintilian's chria in respondendo. Again, I have not seen this issue of the
formulaic structure of xpeiai treated anywhere in this particular fashion. I
therefore supply here another provisional list of three types of xpeicti: the
plain dixit or dicere solebat, Quintihan's first category; interrogatus ilk, his
category II. 1; and cum hoc ei dictum esset, his II. 2. I have taken my
examples, for what is, after all, a provisional list, from Diogenes Laertius,
and from the pseudo-Plutarchean 'Ano(p9eY|ia-:a PaoiXecov Kal
otpaxTiYcbv (BI) and 'Ano(fQiy\iaia AaKcoviKcx (AA).
I. dixit; dicere solebat (ecpTi, eXeye, ecpaoKe and the like).
DL I. 35; 58; 63; 69; 77; 86; 87; 91; 103; 104; 105; 108;
II. 30; 31; 32; 33; 34; 36; 67; IV. 48; 49; 50; 51; V.
18; 19; VI. 3; 5; 6; 8; 27; 28; 30; 33; 35; 38; 46; 49;
51; VII. 21; 22; 23; IX. 64.
n. interrogatus ilk . . . respondit (epcotTiGei; and the like . . . e<pTi and
the like).
^' Some, like the famous Gnomologium Vaticanum, are arranged by "doxographical"
headings. Since doxography started with Theophrastus, it is not impossible that even some of
the earliest books of xpeiai may have been arranged in this manner. But it appears that this
literary form began in Cynic and Stoic circles. Disciples of the early Cynics and Stoics were at
least very likely to arrange their collections by names of philosophers, to glorify their own
masters. For a recent discussion of gnomologia, with copious references to manuscript material
and modem research, see Dimitri Gutas, Greek Wisdom Literature in Arabic Translation, A
Study of the Graeco-Arabic Gnomologia, American Oriental Society (New Haven, Conn. 1975)
9-35.
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DL I. 35; 36; 58; 59; 68; 77; 86; 87; 103; 104; 105; H. 10; 33;
68; 69; 70; 72; 73; 76; 80; m. 38; IV. 48; V, 17; 18; 19; VI.
4; 5; 6; 7; 8; 27; 47; 49; 50; 51; 52; 54; 55; 56; 60; 62; 63;
67; 68; 69; Vn. 23; 24; 26; 172; Vm. 43; IX 113.
BZ 176D; 184C; 185A; 190D; 194A.
AA 210E; F; 212C; 213C; 215D; 216C; 217D; 218F; 220A; F;
222E; 224D; 225D; 227B; C-D; 231F; 232B.
in. cum hoc ei dictum esset . . . respondit (jcpoq xov eijtovxa . . . ecpti
and the like).
DL I. 35; 36; 63; H. 7; 10; 35; 36; 71; 74; 75; 76; 79; 80; 81;
1 19; 128; IV. 49; 50; V. 19; VI. 4; 8; 9; 33; 34; 36; 39; 42;
45; 49; 52; 54; 55; 59; 60; 61; 64; 68; VH. 19; 20; 21; 23;
171; 172; 174; Vm. 182; K. 113.
BI 175C; D; E; 176D; 182C; 186E-F; 189E; F; 190D.
AA 208B; 217D; E; 218C; F; 221D-E; 224D; 228A; D; 229E.
A note of warning. I have not included here Quintilian's third category,
cum quis dixisset aliquid uelfecisset. The number of xpeiai of this type is
roughly the same as their number in the other categories—with a slight
preponderance of it in the Cynic Lives of Diogenes, as one could only
expect. Nor—since this is merely a provisional list—have I given the
numbers of xpeiai of each type in each paragraph of Diogenes or Stephanas
page of Plutarch. Many xpeiai of the same category tend to come in twos
or threes in the same region of the text, just as groups of xpeiai of the
same category tend to cluster together within a wider area. It may well be
that Quintilian's classification represents divisions and chapter-headings
already existent in collections available to him—and to Diogenes later.
This should be further investigated. For my present purpose, suffice it if I
have shown that xpeiai beginning with the formulae epto-rnSeiq and npo^
xov EiTtovxa are as frequent in some of our major sources as are plain
maxims or sayings.
I shall not weary the reader with specimens of xpeiai beginning with
Ttpoq Tov eiTiovxa. Almost any of the dozens in my list will do. But our
particular xpeia in Plutarch has two unusual characteristics: a) instead of
the usual beginning of the "apodosis" with ecpri, einev or the like, Plutarch
has here a.\xiXzytv, b) the "protasis" is no mere saying or question by
someone, but a literary quotation.
It is true that avteAjEYev is unusual. I have found no other example of
it in xpeiai I have checked.^^ This may be due to Plutarch's literary art,
^The same anecdote is reported with the same words in some MSS of the scholia on Lucian
Cal. 8 in Jacobilz' edilio maior, vol. TV (Leipzig 1841) 232-33, beginning with the words
TlXodtapxoc, ev xm itepi Lxcoikcov evavxicondxcov. It is therefore of no independent value. I
cannot see why v. Amim should cite this scholion at the end of SVF I. 78, as if it were a
different source.
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wishing to emphasize that, despite the matter of his argument, Zeno did
listen to the other side and refuted it. Or he may have wished to emphasize
that Zeno's refutation was couched in the "antilogistic," disjunctive form.
We shall return to this.
As to xpeiai with literary quotations, they are not all that rare. Here is
a partial list of some such xpeiai in Diogenes Laertius: II. 78; 82; 117;
IV. 9; 46; 47; VI. 36; 44; 50; 52; 53; 55; 57; 63; 66; 67; 104; VII. 172;
IX. 59.
Of all these, perhaps the nearest in form to Plutarch's story of Zeno is
Diogenes Laertius' anecdote concerning Diogenes of Sinope and his master
Xeniades (VI. 36):
Tm Jtpianevtp aiizbv EevidSri (ptioi, "aye onac, to Ttpoo-
xaxTOnevov jiovnoEii;." xoii 5' eiTtovToi;
avco ncnajimv xcopovoi itayai,
"ei 5e iaxpov ejtpito voomv, ovk av," (ecpn)^^ "avxS etceiGo-o,
dX,X.' tlntc, av oji; avco noxantbv xtopovoi Jtayai;"
Plutarch himself was not unaware of the nature of xpei«- At least in
one passage of his writings, his view of its value is far from
complimentary. In Chapter 7 ofProgr. Virt., Plutarch speaks of those who
begin to apply themselves to the study of arguments (Xoyoi)—and begin,
usually, by choosing one of the wrong types of arguments. Those who
begin by collecting anecdotes are the last on this list (78F):
. . . evioi 5e XPeio"; "^c'l Icxopiaq dvaXEyo^Evoi jtEpuaoiv, uojtep
'AvdxapOK; E^eyE xm vonionaxi Jtpoq ov5ev ti to dpi9nEw
XpconEvoix; opav zo\>q "EXXr\y/ac„ ovxcoq xoiq A.6yoi<;
Jtapapi0|iovn£voi Kai TtapapvGnovvxei;, aXKo 5' o\)8ev eii; ovtioiv
dji' a'uxmv xi0E|iEvoi.
Not that Plutarch himself is above using some xpeiai when it suits
him. At least in one place in his Lives (Demosth. 11. 2-7), he recounts
some xpeiai of Demosthenes, ending with the words (7), dXka nepl ^ev
xo-oTwv Kal exepcov yzXoiatv Kaiitep eti nXtia Xiyeiv exovxei;,
evTavGa 7ia\)o6|X£0a. This sounds almost as though Plutarch had a
collection of xpeTai before him. He could not resist the temptation to tell
some of them; but being a serious writer of "morality biographies," he soon
checked himself and remembered his real task. He continues: xov 5' aXXov
avTov xpojiov Kal to 'f\Qoc, anb i&v npd^EOJv Kal xr\q noXixeiaq
GecopeioQai SiKaiov eoxiv.
It is clear that Plutarch knows what a xPEia is, and that he attaches no
great value to it as a source of serious information and edification either to
^ Supplied by Stephanus and obviously right, as the fonnula of the "apodosis."
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the historian or to the philosopher. Did he, then, simply slip and forget all
he knew about this sub-literary form and its value when he came to our
story about Zeno? Or did he, in his zeal to amass as many Stoic
contradictions as possible, overlook the fragile nature of this kind of source?
Since we can only guess where he may have found this particular xpeia
(Hecato, or one of the early compilations by a pupil of Zeno?), and since it
is not unlikely that when he wrote the work before us, he was already
relying on his own notes and excerpts rather than on his sources,^ we can
only guess.
This is not the end of our enquiry. Having told his anecdote, Plutarch
continues: xouxov 6e tov Xoyov epcoTTjoaq kzX. Cherniss translates:
"after having propounded his argument (1034E)." But is epcotav simply
"to propound an argument?" Nor is it simply "to pose a question," as
translated by Amyot ("& ce pendant luy mesme qui faisoit cest d^mande" .
.
.) and translators who follow him. Zeno poses no question in Plutarch's
story. It has a more technical sense, some traces of the history of which are
indicated in LSJ, s. v. epcmaco II. 2:
In Dialectic, opp. demonstration, question an opponent in order to
refute him from his answers, Arist. APr. 24" 24; xi ib. 42" 39; hence later,
submit, set forth, propound an argument, Xoyov Gal. 5. 257 :—Pass., 6
^yoq . . TipcoTTioSai (paivexai Arr. Epict. 2. 19. 1; ep(oxr|9EVTO(; xou
ao<pia|iaxo<; S.E. P. 2. 237.
Even this is to simplify matters. It is true that Sextus frequently uses
the combination Xoyov epcoxav (epcoxav and variants). But he always
uses this expression for a refutation, usually in the form of a syllogism, of
a "dogmatic" position. The refuting 'koyoc, offered by Sextus is more often
than not a plain syllogism, but sometimes it is a disjunctive argument in
the form of "either . . . or", concluding with "neither . . . nor" at the point
of final refutation. Here is a provisional list:
Plain syllogistic refutation: Pll I. 20; 33-34; H. 134; 239; 248; 250; 254
(where it is distinguished from o6<piona); HI. 66; 116; 280; M VHI.
215; 216; 227; 234; 444-^5; DC. 92; 133; 182; 205; X. 171.
Disjunctive refutation: PH H. 185 (+ M Vm. 465); 186; HI. 76; 127;
163; 239 (referring back to 172); M X. 94; 110.
What is, perhaps of greater interest is that in most of these places,
Sextus applies this expression, epcoxav Xoyov and variants, to the
Pyrrhonian's own refutation of his "dogmatic" opponent Diodorus Cronus
is mentioned more than twenty times by name in Sextus' works. Only at
^ See Chemiss (n. 6 above) 369^401, who argues for the use of "note-books" containing
excerpts made by Plutarch himself, as his main immediate source for passages quoted in his
Stoic boolcs.
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X. 87, 94 and 110 does Sextus apply this expression to a disjunctive
argument by Diodorus—in all three cases, to the same argument against the
existence of motion. Yet it is precisely to Diodorus Cronus and his
Megaric friends that we must turn if we are to trace the origin of this
peculiar expression— which, by the time of Sextus, has been watered down
to imply any "structured" argument used in refuting an opponent.
Of Euclides of Megara, we are told by Diogenes Laertius (II. 106):
. . . Kal oi dtjt' ouTov MeyapiKol TtpooTiYope-uov-co, eix'
epiaxiKoi, ijoxepov 5e diaXeKxiKoi, ovq ovtoaq covonaoe Ttpwxo^
Aioviiaioi; 6 XaXioidovioi; 5ia x6 Jtpoq epcoxTioiv Kal dnoKpioiv
xovi; Xoyo-oi; 5iaxi0ea9ai.^'
Of Eubulides of Miletos, Diogenes writes:
. . . oq Kal noX.A.o'uq ev 5iaA,eKxiKti Xoyowi; ripcoxTiaE, xov
xe \|;E\)56nevov kzX. (H. 108; Giannantoni IIB'. 13, p. 53; Muller 64, p.
31).
Muller translates properly: "arguments de forme interrogative." This is
confirmed by an anonymous comic fragment—most probably by a
contemporary of Eubulides—cited by Diogenes in the same passage:
ovpioxiKoq 5" E\>Po\)Xi5tii; Kepaxiva^ epcoxuv
Kal vE'uSaAxx^ooiv XoyoK; xovq prixopaq KvA-itov kxX,.
This is not the place to discuss in any detail the seven paradoxes of
Eubulides counted in this passage of Diogenes.^ But it should be fairly
clear by now that some, at least, of these arguments were counched in the
form of disjunctive questions, the answer to any of which is "yes" or "no."
A good example
—
probably the nearest we have to the original form—of
this Megaric practice, is supplied by Diogenes Laertius (II. 116), in the
form of a xpeia about Stilbo of Megara:
xovxov (paoiv Ktpi xf\<; 'ABriva^ zt\<; xot> OeiSiov xoiouxov
xiva Xoyov epcoxfiaai- "apd ye r[ zo\y Aioq 'AGtivo Geoi; eaxi;"
<pr|aavxo(; 5e, "vai," "avxT| 5e ye," elnev, "ovk eoxi Aioi;, aXXd
$Ei5io\)-" ovyxtopoviXEvoD Se, "oil)K apa," eTtie, "Qzoq ecxiv."
One notes the expression Xoyov epcoTTjoaq. A similar expression,
avvepcoxa Xoyov, is employed by Sextus in reporting the disjunctive
^ I cannot see why Gabriele Giannantoni, Socraticorum Reliquiae vol. I (Naples 1983) 129,
quotes the last part of this sentence only in HP 3 (Dionysius Chalcedonius). Robert Muller, Les
Migariques, Fragments el limoignages (Paris 1985) 25, quotes the whole passage as 31, the
first fragment in Section IC, "Developpement et situation dans lliistoire de la philosophic de
I'ecole issue dTiuclide."
For the latest detailed discussion, with the relevant sources (alas, in translation only!), see
MuUer Oast n.). Annexe I. 75-90, and his notes to Frs. 64-65, pp. 113-19; 193 (n. 128)-196
(n. 168).
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argument of Diodorus Cronus against movement {M X. 87; repeated with
TiponfioSai (paoiv ibv Xoyov at 94, and TjpcoTriKe 5e 6 AioScopoq xov . . .
^.oyovat 110).
If Diodorus was the inventor of so many Fangschlilsse, he was,
according to Diogenes Laertius, still no match for Stilbo of Megara. The
story of how Diodorus died of shame because he could not solve dialectical
problems put to him by Stilbo is well-known today: it has been spread
around by logicians who, even if they would not go as far themselves, look
with envy on the serious manner in which those ancient Megarians took
their logic. Fact or fiction—this should not detain us here.^ What is of
greater importance is the language (DL II. 1 1 1):
ovxo; jtapa IlxoXenoiq)^ x^ IcoTfjpi 5iaxpiPcov Xoyo-oi; xivai;
SiaXcKxiKovi; tipcoxt|6ti Jtpoq ZxiXTtcovoq- Kal nil Swdnevo?
Jtapaxpnua 5iaX.ii)oao6ai kxX,.^'
We have already seen one epcoTTjOK; of Stilbo. Diogenes Laertius II.
119 supplies us with two more of this sort. These epcoxtioeic; are so
similar in nature to the long string of Fangschlilsse reported by Diogenes at
VII. 186-87, that I am inclined to think they may well be also Stilbonian
in origin. Diogenes reports them with the opening sentence 6 5ti (piA.6oo<po(;
Ktti xoiotiToax; tivaq Tipcbta Xoyouq, and ends with the words oi 5'
E-uPo-u^{5o-o TOTJ-to (paoiv. Since, in the first part of 186, we have been
given the names of some o^cbvoiioi—two doctors and one writer on
agriculture also named Chrysippus—it looks, at first glance, as if what we
have here is something like "but to return to Chrysippus the philosopher
. .
.." It is therefore taken to be a Chrysippean testimonium by modern
scholars.^" But these could hardly be Chrysippus' own arguments. After
all, Chrysippus objected to the MeyapiKcc epcoTTiixaTa (SVF II. 270-71);
and the only argument in this passage which has a Sitz im Leben of a sort
is "the Man in Megara" paradox. Add to this the fact that the last of these
arguments is ascribed to another Megarian, Eubulides. Quite clearly, 6
(piXoooepoq at the beginning of this passage is a "bad stitch," probably by
"See Muller 128, on Frs. 99-100—who also rightly remarks: "On note, d'autre part, a
propos de la dialeclique en g6n6ral, que ces fr. offrent I'avanuge de contcnir explicitement
plusieurs des traits characteristiques £voqu6s ailleurs: les arguments en forme de question,
I'obligation de repondre sur le champ, et aussi le charactere de jeu de soci6t6 que r6vetait
volonliers un entretien dialeclique." (My emphasis).
^ Misprinted ITpoXenaicp in Long's OCT.
^ Pliny the Elder, NH VII. 1 80, translates the report he must have found in a similar Greek
source: . . . pudore [obiit] Diodorus sapientiae dialecticae professor, lusoria quaestione non
prolinus ab interrogatione Stitponis dissoluta. A reader of this Latin testimonium alone would
have to guess hard in order to arrive at the terminology of its Greek Unlerlage. Both Greek and
Latin passages: Giatmantoni n F 1-2, vol. I, pp. 73-75.
^ Von Amim, SVF U. 279, p. 92, with the "man in Megara" argument—of all things—in
spaced letters signifying genuine Chrysippus. Giannantoni HI B 13, p. 53, referring to this SVF
fragment in evidence of Chrysippean origin. Muller 65, p. 31.
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Diogenes himself, who may have found this passage among his notes for
his Chrysippus book, without indication of the source. Why not? // est
capable de tout. If there is any truth in Heraclides' report (DL II. 120;
Giannantoni II 4; Muller 167) that Stilbo was also a pupil of Zeno of
Citium, one possible explanation is that a string of epcmfioeK; formulated
by Stilbo, and perhaps "solved" by Chrysippus, found its way into some
late doxographic source concerned with Chrysippus. It may have been
truncated in that source—or it may be Diogenes who copied only the "juicy"
paradoxes. But enough of this.
That the Megarians were not only, or chiefly, logicians, but first and
foremost dialecticians—this has been noted (although not as often as it
should have been) by some historians of logic, and by the latest editor of the
Megaric testimonia. They also note that these Megaric epcoTTioeii; were
originally couched in the form of alternative questions to be answered with
"yes" or "no."^^ But almost all the Megaric epanrioeK; which have reached
us are already formulated in the form of a disjunctive syllogism—in fact, in
the form of a Stoic disjunctive argument, using fj or lixoi as the disjunctive
particles.^2 Why, then, call them eponriaEK;?
A clue to this problem may be found in two versions of the same
syllogism, ascribed by Diogenes Laertius to Diogenes of Sinope. In both
versions, the argument is almost word for word the same—^but the opening
formula is distinctly different. Let us have the two:
VI. 37 VI. 72
ovveA^i^exo 5e koI ovzcoc,- jtavTa xav oo<p(ov eivai Xiycov koI
xoiowxovi; Xoyovi; epcoxSv oiovq
ovo) 7tpoEipr|KanEV
xwv Gecbv eoxi Ttotvxa- Tidvxa xwv 0ewv eoxi-
<p(Xoi 8e ol aocpoi xoiq Geoii;- piXoi 8£ xoiq oocpoii; ol Geoi-
Koivd 5e xd xmv (piXcov Koivd 5e xd xwv (piXcov
itdvxa dpa eoxi xwv oo<pMv jtdvxa ctpo xwv oo<pwv
The variations in wording are insignificantly small. But when, at 37,
Diogenes Laertius presents this argument as a plain syllogism
(ouvEXoyi^exo), he says plainly ovzcoc,. When, at 72, he presents it as an
epcbxTioK;, he uses a more careful language: xoiouxovq X-oyovg epcoxSv
oiou(;—indicating that this is not the exact form of Diogenes' original
^' Carl PranU, Geschichle der Logik im Abendlande. Bd I (Leipzig 1 855) 42 ("cponav ist der
slehende Ausdruck"), Uking such passages as Isocrates 15. 45, aXXoi 8£ xive^ nepi xct?
£p(BTT|aei(; sal xcti; dnoKpiaeic; ye^maaw, ou(; avxiXoyiKOxx; KaX^uoiv, Arist. Soph. El.
17. 175b ff.; 176al4 ff; Top. Vn. 7. 160a32; Alex, ad Soph. El. 50 ff, to refer to the Megarics.
One could add to this Polemo's warning against some dialecticians of his age, including the
words Kotxa (lev ttiv epamioiv 6a\)nd5ea6ai, DL IV. 18. Michael Frede, Die sloische
Loeik (Gottingen 1974) 19-23, esp. 20-21. Muller. loc. ciL n. 27 above, and 1 13.
^^ Frede Oast n.) 93-96.
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epcbrnoK;. I do not accuse Diogenes Laertius of such fine distinctions. He
must have found them in his sources. Such language is not restricted to
this particular passage. Stilbo's epcotTjOK; at II. 116—although it opens
with a proper question (but carries on with two plain oD^Jiepdo^axa) is
also prefaced with xoioutov tiva A-oyov epcoxfiCTai. So is the string of
EpcoTTjoeii; at VII. 186-87, just discussed. It opens with xovo-oxouq xwac,
Tipcoxa Xoyovic,—and indeed, these are already couched in plain disjunctive
form.
These are only a few traces of such a distinction. By the time of Sextus
Empiricus, epcoxav had already lost its original sense and was merely used
for any refutation—disjunctive or plainly syllogistic. A formula like
eponaxai 8e Kal ouxcoq (e.g. M VII. 340) or ouTwq ovvEpcbta (X. 87)
is quite regular. At X. 110, Sextus can even say of Diodorus Cronus
Tipa>Tr|Ke 6e 6 AioScopoq xov cKKeinevov ^oyov—referring back to the
argument of 87 (xov TiEpicpoptitiKov auvepona Xoyov . . . Xeycov
—
followed by a plain disjunctive argument) and 94 (o-cav Xeyri 6 Av68copo<;
—
followed by the same disjunction). But could one assume that the more
careful formulation, using xoioti-co(; and variants in the passages cited in our
last paragraphs (and one can add, e.g., DL VI. 69), is an indication of an
earlier practice, at a stage when reports of Megaric EpcoTr|aei(; were ab-eady
being "translated" into the forms of Stoic syllogisms, but when the
"translators"—to indicate that this was a reformulated version of the original
dialectic argument, used a cautionary xoiovxo^ rather than a plain ovxoq? It
is, in any case, not without interest that in our passage of Stoic. Rep.,
Plutarch opens his story with the cautious xoiouxra xivi Xoyco xpw^Evoq,
although he follows it at the end with xovxov 5e xov Xoyov ipan-qaac,. Is
it possible that what he found in his source was xoiovxoi; in both cases
and that Zeno had couched his refutation, in the original setting, in the form
of Megaric EpcbxTiou;?^^
How exacdy did Zeno do that? In our passage of Plutarch, he asks no
questions: he already uses die "translation" into a disjunctive argument.
Almost all the epcoxfiaei(; ascribed to the Megarics and Diogenes of Sinope
have also reached us in such "translations." The only exception I know is
the opening question of Stilbo's argument at DL II. 1 16, beginning as it
does with apd yE.
Yet we have a number of such EpcoxTioEii;, beginning with apa or apd
yE, ascribed by Aristotle (Soph. El. 20. 177bl0-26) to Euthydemus. The
immediate context (177a33 ff.) is that of Xoyoi jiapd xV 6ia£pEaiv Kal
ouvSeoiv. But the wider context (175al^ ff.) is that of aTtoKpioEiq to
^' That Plutarch is not invariably careless may, perhaps, emerge from a comparison of Stoic.
Rep. 16. 1041C-D, •coio-oxouq rifxiniKe XoyoD^ (where the original arguments may have
been disjunctive and put in the form of questions—tut where, in any case, Plutarch may simply
have changed and shortened the various stages of the original syllogisms), with 10. 1036A,
where the quotation from Chrysippus is followed by tocuti yap aiixai? Xe^eaiv eipntEV.
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Sophistic ip(oxT\iiaza.^ Euthydemus and Dionysodorus are described in
Plato's Euthydemus (e.g. 272b) as experts in the epioxiicn xexv-q. Their
mode of investigation and refutation is clearly that of posing a question of
"either . . . or" (e.g. 275d: Jtotepoi eioi tSv dvGpconcov o'l ^avGdvovtei;,
01 oocpol fi 01 (ina9Ei<;;) to which the other side can only answer with one of
two alternatives. The refutation (in this example, 276a-b) is conducted in
terms of questions, some of which naturally begin with apa. These
questions are so often called epcottioek; or epcoTrmaxa in that dialogue,
that one need not bring any reference. That Socrates himself also poses
epanrniaxa (e.g. 278e), and some of his own questions begin with apd
ye (ibid.), is only part of the whole purport of this dialogue, pointing out
the difference between Socrates' questions and refutations, which lead to
some positive advancement, and those of the eristics, aimed merely at an
easy refutation. The main point is that, at the hands of such Sophists as
Euthydemus and his brother, this technique of refutation by a series of
questions with alternative answers is clearly described as eristic—the very
name given to the Megarians in DL II. 106. We can draw some support for
these antecedents of the Megaric eristic in that famous passage of Meno
(80d-e), where Meno poses to Socrates two questions, each of which can be
described as potentially disjunctive. Socrates, identifying Meno's argument
as epioTiKoq X6yo<; (80e2), proceeds to "translate" them into a proper
disjunctive argument. Euthydemus' arguments, all beginning with apa
questions, as reported by Aristotle in Soph. El. 20, are very similar in type
to the Megarian kpiovqaEic, we have discussed. Whatever the part played by
the Eleatics, and especially by Zeno of Elea, in the formation of the
dialectic, both of Euthydemus, Dionysodorus and their like and of the
School of Megara—and this is not the place to enter into this old
problem—it is clear that one can draw a fairly straight line from the
question-and-answer technique of refutation of the two brothers to the
technique of Megaric eparcriOK;.^^
The technique of "translating" Megaric epcoxTjaEK; into Stoic
syllogisms—first, with a cautious toiovto(; and variants—may well have
been instituted by the Stoics themselves, in order to facilitate logical
refutation. What is clear is that the Stoics studied such Fangschlusse and
^ In Rhel. U. 24. 1400a28 ff., Aristotle reproduces the "trireme in Piraeus" Epc6xT)ai?, as
well as some other EpayrnaEii; of Euthydemus, in shorthand syllogistic form. But then, in his
Rhetoric, he is not concerned with the questioning technique of the dialectician, but rather with
depicting the same fallacy, to 8ii;ipTmEvov cwxiGevxa Xiyciv f\ x6 ovyKEiHEvov
8iaipo«vta {1401a25-26) as employed by the orator in "straight" speeches.
'^Muller, 113, on 64-65, notes that no argument ascribed to Eubulides in our sources
appears in Plato's Euthydemus, while two of his paradoxes are presented in Aristotle's De
Sophisticis Elenchis. This would strengthen the assumption that Euthydemus and
Dionysodorus—some of whose arguments, as we have just noted, arc reported by Aristotle
independently of Plato—were indeed "eristics" in their own right. One can, therefore, also
assume that their techniques may well have influenced the Megarians.
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employed the whole armoury of their own dialectic to refute them. The zeal
of Chrysippus and his disciples in refuting such MeyapiKot EpcoTT||xata or
oocpiojiata is richly attested in SVF II. 270-87, assembled by von Amim
from such diverse sources as Cicero, Plutarch, Galen, Lucian, Diogenes
Laertius, Sextus, Epictetus and some of the commentators on Aristotle.
But we remember that even in our chapter of Plutarch ( = SVF I. 50), we are
told of Zeno: tXvt 5e oocpionaxa Kal tt|v 5iaA,eKTiKTiv aq xovzo
Ttoieiv 5vva|iEVTiv ekeXe-oe ktX. From SVF II. 271 (Plutarch), and
especially from 272 (Galen), it seems clear that such oocpionaxa are mainly
those Megaric paradoxes. It is not unlikely that such Megaric paradoxes
were the main preoccupation of Chrysippus' TtEpi tcov oo(pio|ia-c(ov npbq
'HpaK^EiSTiv Kal UoXXw (DL VII. 198 = SVF II. 16). Yet we have seen
that in our chapter of Plutarch, Zeno is made to employ precisely this type
of Megaric oocpio^a to refute his unfortunate opponent. Plutarch had noted
as much as that, and accused Zeno of contradiction. Should we?
Of course not The anecdote as we have it is no piece of philosophical
doctrine, taken out of one of Zeno's serious books, but an amusing xpeia.
in which Zeno is reported by someone else as refuting an adversary who
thinks he is "too clever by half," and he does this by using precisely that
sort of Megaric dialectic which he spent much of his time refuting.
Moreover, by listening to the other man's argument and spending some time
in answering it with a counter-argument (Plutarch's emphatic
ocvteXeyev),^^ Zeno shows in practice that he has, in this case, listened to
the other side.
If our xpEia is a genuine anecdote, recounting something which really
happened to Zeno—and we must remember that Plutarch is our only
source—^^onc can now use one's imagination and reconstruct roughly what
may have happened.
Zeno was most probably expounding in public some of his own ideas
and referring with contempt to those of someone else, which he described as
"not worth listening to." Someone in the audience challenged him by
quoting the hexametre line, to the effect that one should listen to the other
side. Zeno—far from not listening to the other side—even bothered to
refute him. In his refutation, he used
—
quite consciously, I would guess
—
the Megaric mode of refutation which, as a teacher of dialectic, he did his
best to confute. Those of his proper pupils standing around must have
realized—and most probably enjoyed—^both the fallacious nature of Zeno's
argument, and the "refutation in practice" offered by his very action. But
^If Prantl (n. 31 above) is right in regarding Isocrates 15. 45 as a reference to the Megaric
technique—and the similarity in terminology to passages we have examined, where the
Megarians are explicitly mentioned, is compelling—ihen the term avxeXcyev in our passage of
Plutarch echoes avTiXoyiKoi of Isocrates, thus confirming our suggestion that in the original
form of this anecdote, Zeno was depicted as using a Megaric Epamiai<; technique.
" See note 22 above.
John Glucker 489
here was a clever piece of repartee. It would be a pity not to record it.
Someone did. It found its way into some collection of xpeioii. where
—
when he was collecting materials for his books against the Stoics—Plutarch
found it. By the time he came to write Stoic. Rep., Plutarch most probably
had forgotten his source. He either paid no attention to the obvious form of
this xpeia. or forgot (what Theon, at least, knew) that a xpeia can
sometimes be a mere joke. In his zeal to refute Zeno, he treated this clever
little joke as a serious piece of Zenonian doctrine. Unfortunately, he has
been followed in this by modem scholarship.
Tel Aviv University
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Plutarch, Hesiod, and the Mouseia of Thespiai
ROBERT LAMBERTON
This study grows out of a number of years of work on Hesiod, rather than
on Plutarch. It finds its place in a series of papers on Plutarch because it
argues for re-evaluation of the Plutarchan commentary on the Works and
Days. My primary point rests on the fact that, with reference to the shrine
of the Heliconian Muses, Plutarch was a local, and an extraordinarily
educated and articulate local. His commentary on the Works and Days was
an act of piety for his native Boeotia much as his essay on the
maliciousness of Herodotus served the same function. His primary concern
here was to demonstrate the ethical value of the great Boeotian poet, and in
the process he identified as "interpolations" several passages too "trivial" to
stand with the rest. But if one looks carefully at the most important
interpolation he claims to have identified in the Works and Days, its
implications are very far-reaching indeed. In fact, when the condemned
passage is examined in the context of the other "confessional" passages in
Hesiod, it becomes clear that its exclusion calls in question the very idea of
a personal and historical Hesiod—a notion that has been examined and
subjected to scrutiny only by the two generations of scholarship on archaic
Greek poetry since Milman Parry.
Rather than recapitulate here the history of the problem of the Hesiodic
corpus, we may simply recall a few facts to serve as a basis for the
discussion that follows. First, there is almost no evidence for the state of
the text of Hesiod before the Hellenistic period.' Secondly, the text of
Homer—the best available comparandum—was stabilized in the third and
second centuries—in the Hellenistic period—to produce what is known as
the vulgate, which is both the principal source of the medieval manuscript
tradition and the point of departure for modem scholarship.^ The fourth and
' Cf. M. L. West. Hesiod. Theogony (1966) [hereafter. West (1966)), 48-72, and esp. 65-66
on the papyri; M. L. West. Hesiod, Works and Days (1978) (hereafter. West (1978)]. 75-82.
^ That the Hellenistic vulgate was a normalization and reduction of the two poems, against
the background of the "long" or "wild" texts of the fourth and third centuries is generally
accepted (T. W. Allen, Homer, the Origins and the Transmission [1924] 271-82, 302-27).
Whether that vulgate corresponded to a conservative text predating the "long" texts, and if so, to
what degree, are questions more difficult to answer. For a concise survey of the problem, see G.
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third centuries knew longer versions of the Iliad and Odyssey, now largely
lost.^ Thirdly, the Hellenistic reading public was very fond of the poetry of
Hesiod. One might even argue that the Theogony, Works and Days, and
Catalogue of Women (along with such lost works as the Astronomy) came
into their own when Hellenistic poets imitated Hesiod (or advertised
themselves and their contemporaries as his imitators) and Hellenistic
scholars worked to refine the text.'' My contention is that both the
Theogony and Works and Days, though doubtless comprising very old
material, much of it far older than any imaginable historical Hesiod, may
well have been influenced and shaped even more significantly than the
poems of Homer by their normalization (and canonization) in the Hellenistic
period.
The historicity of Hesiod is problematic.^ Along with Homer's, his is
one of the two major surviving voices from a larger group of hexameter
poets standing at the very beginnings of Greek literary tradition. Of these
semi-mythic poets, "Orpheus" would seem to have been little more than a
conventional persona, adopted by many poets over many generations.
"Musaeus" is more elusive still, and the Homeric corpus, whose speaker
maintains a scrupulous anonymity, defies reduction to a single poet's oeuvre
today as it did in antiquity. Only Hesiod advertises his own identity,
organizing his traditional lore around a personality and a series of
autobiographical anecdotes so idiosyncratic that it is difficult to read them as
purely conventional. The tendency of scholarship in the past 50 years has
been to question all the information that such poetry and its parallel
biographic traditions offer about its creators,* and to view the earliest
speakers of Greek poetry—from Homer and Hesiod to Archilochus and
Theognis—as personae generated by poetic traditions rather than as creative
individuals with recoverable biographies and personalities. The often cited
M. BoUing, The Athetized Lines of the Iliad (1944) 5-6. Boiling believed in a recoverable
prototype, which he described as "an Athenian text not earlier than the sixth century" (p. 5).
Given that the fourth and third centuries (and in Egypt, even the second century) knew
substantially longer texts, one is on safer ground assuming that the vulgate was the product of
the growing Hellenistic book trade (Allen, 321-27) and so came to dominate the late papyri and
to form the principal foundation of the medieval manuscript tradition. It was thus the earliest
widely disseminated, normalized written text of the poems, and though it may be possible to
refine it and draw certain conclusions about its antecedents, the likelihood that any earlier text of
Homer could be confidently reconstmcted in its entirely is slight
' Cf. T. W. AUen, Homer, the Origin, and the Transmission (1924) 268-69. 301-03.
*For citations and echoes in Hellenistic (and other) poetry, see the apparatus of the
indispensable edilio maior of Rzach (1902). On Hellenistic scholarship on the poems. West
(1966) 48-52; West (1978) 63-75.
' See G. Nagy, "Hesiod": 43-73 in T. J. Luce, ed.. Ancient WrUers (1982), and cf. Mark
Griffith, "Personality in Hesiod." Classical Antiquity 2 (1983) 37-65.
*The trend begins with Milman Parry, but for recent developmenu, see Nagy (above, n. 5)
and M. Lefkowitz, The Lives of the Greek Poets (1981).
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polemical passage of Josephus (Against Apion 1. 12) that presents Homer
as a prehistoric, illiterate bard, whose songs were assembled in later days, is
unique evidence for a perception among the ancients of the peculiar status of
authorship in archaic Greek poetry.
My purpose here is to add Plutarch to the list of ancient witnesses for
the conventional character of the personae of archaic Greek poetry. He will
not, however, be such a friendly witness as Josephus. Indeed, Plutarch
himself had a large stake in the historicity of these illustrious figures from
the dim past, and the author of the Lives (and, moreover, of a lost Life of
Hesiod, if the Lamprias Catalogue is to be beheved)'' cannot be made into a
"Parryist" or "Nagyist"—he believed in a historical Hesiod, beyond any
substantial doubt. But without any desire on his part to shatter the Hesiodic
persona into a figment of convention, Plutarch provides evidence that is
important and underappreciated, pointing to a perception among men of
letters of the early centuries of the Christian era that some elements of the
"confessional" Hesiod did not correspond to any historical reality. Rather,
they were elaborations that served the interests of the institution that had
taken possession of Hesiod and his poetry—the Festival of the Muses
sponsored by the people of Thespiai in central Boeotia. When this evidence
is juxtaposed with the documented doubts about the authenticity of the
Hesiodic prooimia voiced by Hellenistic scholars, Plutarch's testimony takes
on crucial importance. If scepticism is justified where Crates, Aristarchus,
and Plutarch were sceptical, the confessional Hesiod of Ascra, the shepherd
of Helicon with his special devotion to the Muses, crumbles into dust.
What is left is a body of Hesiodic wisdom poetry whose persona is hardly
more individualized or confessional than that of the Iliad or Odyssey. The
conclusion that this poetry and its conventions (including the persona of its
singer) are the products of a tradition of song rather than an individual singer
is modem, but the doubts about the integrity of the information provided by
the Hesiodic corpus about its singer were present by the Hellenistic period.
Before turning to the text and to Plutarch's comments on it, it is first
necessary to survey the evidence we have for the "Mouseia" of Thespiai, a
pentaeteric festival of performance arts, known to Plutarch and to Pausanias.
This institution would seem to be the force that perpetuated (if, indeed, it did
not create) the highly confessional "Ascraean" bard of the central poems of
the transmitted Hesiodic corpus. There is no way of knowing whether there
was a Hesiod before there was a festival of the Heliconian Muses, but the
Hellenistic scholars and Plutarch provide evidence strongly suggesting that
it was after the festival had taken hold of the poems that this highly
individualized persona took on its definitive form.
' Lamprias Catalogue #35: 'HaioSov Pioc;. Sandbach, in the Loeb Moralia 15, p. 81,
indicates four passages from the Moralia conuining material that "may have been used in the
Life."
494 lUinois Classical Studies, XIII.2
Hesiod and the Mouseia of Thespiai
The Hesiodic topography of western Boeotia is generally well known.* It is
customary to contrast the nameless, faceless, placeless narrator of the Iliad
and Odyssey with that of the Hesiodic corpus, who mentions his own name,
that of his brother, and provides about a dozen toponyms to give a locus to
his song. The exercise in literary-critical fantasy called the Contest of
Homer and Hesiod starts off by saying (suggestively, and perhaps
paradoxically) that both Homer and Hesiod were the objects of competition
among various cities which claimed them as native sons'—scarcely credible,
in the light of the text with its apparent geographical precision—^but in all
probability the author's point is simply that all the cities would like to
claim both poets. He quickly goes on to point out that Hesiod, in fact,
settled the question of his home-town in the Works and Days (639^0),
when he informed us that his father came from Kyme in Asia Minor to live
in Boeotia,'"
And settled next to Helikon in a godawful village
Called "Barren Oak," bad in the winter, awful in the summer,
and never any good.
There were few doubts expressed in antiquity about the correct location
of Hesiod's "Barren Oak" or Ascra." Hesiod, though, hardly impresses the
reader as a well socialized member of the community in question. One
might suspect that the poet would have alienated his neighbors by giving
their village's name a snooty Ionian pronunciation
—
"AoKpri rather than
Boeotian "AoKpa—but then, if we are to imagine him a real citizen of a
real village of that name, his deprecating portrait of the town would surely
be sufficient to guarantee his unpopularity, and his foreign accent and
contempt for the jargon of the locals need not be worrisome.'^ No one
* Each loponym and the history of its interpretation is discussed in P. W. Wallace, "Hesiod
and the Valley of the Muses," GRBS 15 (1974) 5-24. This is now supplemented by the
Cambridge-Bradford Boeotia Expedition (see below, n. 14). For the archaeology of the valley,
see the synthesis by Georges Roux, "I^ Val des Muses et les Mus6es chez les auteun anciens,"
BCH 78 (1954) 22-48. The initial publications, by Paul Jamot and others (n. 19, below) were
fragmentary and Roux's overview came only a half-century later, when much information (and
indeed, some of the inscriptions) had been losL On the inscriptions, see also Werner Peek, "Die
Musen von Thespiai": 609-34 in GERAS Antoniou Keramopoullou (Athens: Elaireia
Makedonikon Spoudon, 1953).
' The problem is in the verbal phrase in the opening sentence, evxovTai XeyeoSai. Though
it might seem to be saying that all men "boast" that Homer and Hesiod "are called" their own
fellow citizens, the sense is more likely to be something along the lines of "rejoice in claiming"
or simply "would like to claim."
'" vacaaxo 8" ayx' 'EXixSvoq oi^upf) evi Kcoiii;!,
"AoKpi;!, XEiM-a Kaiqi, 8ep£i apyaXexi, o-o8e nor" eoOXfi.
" The "translation" is based on a gloss in Hesychius. Cf. Nagy, "Hesiod" 64.
'^ If there is a single Boeotian word in the corpus, it is 4>iK(a] (= 'Ltfifia), Theog. 326.
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explicitly doubts Ascra's location, but there is no testimony from anyone in
antiquity (after Hesiod) who claimed to have visited the village of Ascra.
There is, of course, the testimony of Pausanias, who visited a valley
northwest of Thespiai to see the shrine of the Muses there, and was shown
by the Thespiots who were then in control of the place a hill—no doubt the
one now called Pyrgaki—with a ruined tower, which they said was the site
of Barren Oak, now uninhabited.'
^
The story was not without substance. Though Pausanias could not
have verified it, there had been a large village—if not on top of Pyrgaki,
then on its slopes, with its center roughly at the confluence of the two
streams that form the valley of the Muses. This was determined in the 1982
survey work of the Cambridge-Bradford Boeotia Expedition, which located
the site and established a tentative chronology for the settlement based on
surface finds."*
It is possible that Strabo saw Ascra. He visited Greece as a soldier and
probably saw some of the Greek sites he describes. He locates Ascra 40
stadia northwest of Thespiai,'^ and no doubt he (or his source) had in mind
the hill later shown to Pausanias, and much later yet identified as Ascra by
19th-century travelers.'* Strabo does not say whether the village was
inhabited in his time (which was also that of Augustus), and he may have
reported the location from an earlier geographer without himself laying eyes
on it. The probability is, however, that Ascra was then already a deserted
ruin, as it was in Plutarch's time, about a century later. Plutarch's
commentary on Hesiod, transmitted through the scholia on the Works and
Days, relates that the people of Thespiai destroyed Ascra and that the
survivors fled to Orchomenos, some 25 kilometers to the northwest.''' A
generation later, Pausanias saw only a tower—Plutarch surely, and Strabo
probably (if he saw anything), saw the same. And so the evidence points to
an Ascra obliterated by the Roman period, but still located with remarkable
precision.
The reason this deserted site of what was apparently never more than an
undistinguished village was so easily identifiable is not difficult to find.
The valley below may have had few permanent inhabitants, but it was the
scene of one of the most important competitive festivals of the arts in
Greece.
The excavations in the area initially involved tearing down churches to
recover inscriptions on the stones from which they were built. During the
1880's, the French were energetic in their pursuit of this sort of
"Pausanias 9. 29. 1-31.9.
'* A. D. Snodgrass, "The Site of Ascra," in P. Roesch and G. Amoud, eds., Actes du
Colloque International du CNRS: La Beotie antique (Lyon, 16-20 mai, 1983). 1985.
" Strabo 9. 2. 25.
'« WaUace (above, n. 8) 6-7. with n. 2.
" A. Pertusi. Scholia velera in Hesiodi Op. etD. (1955), adW & D 633-40 (= Pluurch, Ei?
TO 'HaioSou epya, fr. 82 [Sandbach)].
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archaeological research. They destroyed at least a half-dozen little chapels in
the valley of the Muses—one map shows nine,'* but it is unlikely that the
continuity from the daughters of Memory to the various saints and
manifestations of the Panaghia honored in this valley is as clear cut as that
number might suggest. The result of this demolition was a large corpus of
inscriptions that provide an exceptionally rich fund of information about the
festival and related institutions.
Perhaps the most interesting of these is a contract of the third century
B.C which represents a reorganization of the contest." The inscription
documents the competition's transition from dywveq 0ep.a-cvKo{
—
games
for prizes—to the more prestigious status of ayiby/tc, oTeepavixai
—
games
for wreaths, or crowns. There was money at stake, and our inscription is
among other things a precious indication of the dynamics of the relationship
of the unionized performers to the organizers of the festival. Provision is
also made for changing the year of the festival—the inscription clearly
represents the embodiment in a formal agreement of the reform of an
existing festival. Paul Jamot, who published the inscription in 1895,
insisted on this and though he dated the inscription to the third century,
wrote, "Mais en meme temps nous ne pouvons douter que ces jeux
n'existassent deja avant cette epoque, puisque le texte est relatif pr6cis6ment
a la rdorganization du concours."^" Sketchy as they are, the publications of
the French excavators of the valley of the Muses are filled with parenthetical
remarks of this sort. The material remains recovered belong to the third
century or later, but of course, the excavators reiterate, the festival and the
cult must have been much older. Their frustration is understandable. The
site is linked to Hesiod and yet it has virtually no archaeological record
before the third century B.C. G. M. Sifakis has down-dated the decree cited
above from a vague "third century" to the period 220-208.^' This
incidentally puts it close to the largest recorded gift to the Muses of
Helicon—25,000 drachmas from Ptolemy IV Philopalor.22 This gift at the
very end of the third century may account for some of the architectural
remains excavated. The valley has yielded some archaic pottery, including
that from the surface finds associated with the large village mapped by the
Cambridge-Bradford Boeotia Expedition. A spring high up the slope
produced a fragment of a bronze cauldron rim with 10 letters of an archaic
inscription to some nameless Heliconian deity, but there is little more.^
'« Roux (n. 8. above) 23.
" Paul Jamot, "Fouilles de Thespies, les jeux en llionneur des Muses." BCH 19 (1895) 314-
16.
^ Jamot (n. 19. above) 312.
^' G. M. Sifakis, "Organization of Festivals and the Dionysiac Guilds." Classical Quarterly
n. s. 15(1965)206-14.
^ P. Roesch. Thespies el la confidiralion biolienne (1965) 221.
" A. Plassart, "Fouilles de Thespies et de ITiidron des Muses de I'Hfilicon: Inscriptions
(66me article): D&licaces de caractfere religieux ou honorifique; homes de domaines sacr6s (2),"
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The festival, in other words, is attested in the archaeological record only
for the Hellenistic and Roman periods. Many of the inscriptions are
Roman, and though there may have been interruptions,^ the Mouseia of
Thespiai were apparently celebrated until Constantine looted the site to
decorate his new capital. Certainly the valley of the stream now called the
Arkhontitsa was inhabited before 300 B.C., and the large village there may
have been called Ascra. But there is nothing to connect the ruined village
with the festival, and there is nothing to prevent believing that it was the
Thespiots, after they destroyed the village, who developed a festival there, in
the period after Alexander. That festival advertised its archaic roots and
claimed a special relationship to the traditions of archaic wisdom poetry that
went under the name of Hesiod. This connection becomes explicit in
inscriptions such as IG VII 1785 (no longer extant), apparently a boundary
marker for a revenue-producing property in the valley, belonging to the
"Synthytai of the Hesiodic Muses."^ There is nothing, however, to show
that this landscape or its festival had any real connection with the poems
that seemed to stand at the origin of Greek tradition (though there is ample
evidence that it advertised such a connection).
Nothing in the archaeological record, then, stands in the way of
suggesting that the festival called the Mouseia celebrated Hesiod's Muses
and traced its origins to the crusty old Heliconian sage without the slightest
historical connection to the tradition of Hesiodic poetry. If the Heliconian
cult of the Muses existed before the Hellenistic period, its shrine in the
valley of the Arkhontitsa was so insignificant that no trace of it remains.
But from the third century on, this institution was demonstrably affluent and
conspicuous. That is, when Hesiodic poetry was held in highest esteem,
when it was being praised and "imitated" by the poets of Alexandria and was
reaching its first substantial reading audience, an important festival of the
arts was advertising its connections with that poetry and its singer and
claiming both as its own.
BCH 50 (1926) 385. The bronze cauldron rim was found before 1890 al Kriopegadhi,
traditionally identified as Hesiod's Hippokrene; Wallace (n. 8, above) 16-18.
^Cf. Jamot (n. 19, above) 364, on the gap in inscriptional evidence from the mid-first
century B.C. to the late second century after Christ.
^ P. Roesch, Thespies el la confederation biotienne, 221. Cf. IG VII 4240, discussed by
Werner Peek, "Hesiod und der Helikon," Philologus 121 (1977) 173-75.
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The Festival and the Text of Hesiod— Plutarch's Evidence
What might the Mouseia of Thespiai, celebrated in a valley of Mount
Helicon from perhaps 300 B.C. to the decline of the pagan festivals in the
fourth century after Christ, have done to the surviving text of Hesiod?
Let me repeat that almost nothing is known of the text of Hesiod before
the Hellenistic period. There are echoes in other poets, a great abundance of
them, which modem editors of Hesiod have gone to great trouble to
assemble. Sadly, however, few of these echoes help in dating even specific
portions of the poems. There are also a few quotations in later authors,
starting with Plato, but these are surprisingly few and not evenly distributed
throughout the Theogony and Works and Days.
There is also the same sort of conflicting testimony about the corpus as
that for Homer. While the Boeotians (according to Pausanias) declared only
the Works and Days to be the work of Hesiod, and not even all of that,
others listed as many as a dozen titles. The Suda represents a typical
opinion regarding Hesiod's oeuvre. It lists (s. v. Hesiodos) "the Theogony,
the Shield of Heracles, the Catalogue of Women of the Heroic Period, a
dirge (for someone named Batrakhos, with whom he was in love). On the
Idaean Dactyls, and many others."
Widespread doubt about the authenticity of specific bits of information
in Hesiod is reflected by Aelian, who remarks parenthetically in a discussion
of the Niobids, "The ancients seem not to agree with one another regarding
the number of the children of Niobe . . . Hesiod says there were 19, unless
the verses are not Hesiod's at all, but like many others have been mistakenly
attributed to him."^*
The disagreement about what was and what was not Hesiodic in the
works of Hesiod seems in fact to have been far more pervasive in antiquity
than the similar debate on Homer. As Aelian's remarks indicate, it involved
not only the authenticity of entire works, but that of sections or even
specific verses within works. The debate continues today, with hardly less
energy,2^a half century after the work of Milman Parry forced a reassessment
of the concept of authorship in archaic Greek poetry. In fact, however, for
all their contradictions, the Hesiodic poems have a demonstrable unity
guaranteed by a rich and coherent manuscript tradition. It is not certain,
however, whether this unity predates the Hellenistic period. These are (as
with the poems of Homer) a group of archaic poems as conceived by the
^ Aelian, Varia hisloria 12. 36.
" The most credible recent analysis is that of Friedrich Solmsen, "The Earliest Stages in the
History of Hesiod's Text." Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 86 (1982) 1-31. Solmsen
divides the Theogony into multiple strata, from an ui-Theogony by way of "Hesiod's additions
and revisions" to several levels of "expansions and other changes produced by the rhapsodes."
His vast experience of the text of Hesiod guarantees the usefulness of the distinctions he makes,
but the entire model is, finally, circular and the conclusions without objective criteria.
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first age of Greek culture that included a large reading public and literary
scholars in our sense. What went before is unknowable. The literature of
archaic Greece as known to us is exclusively a function of the taste and
critical acumen of Hellenistic Greece.
Before we turn to the important testimony of Plutarch, a problem that
has bothered Hesiod scholars since antiquity deserves attention—that of the
prooimia to the two poems. Both were suspect in antiquity. The
Pergamene scholar Crates athetized both; Aristarchus obelized that of the
Works and Days (texts of which without prooimion are attested).
Any epic poem could have a prologue. The collection called the
Homeric Hymns consists of prologues of various lengths that might be
prefaced to recitations of longer poems. The Iliad and Odyssey come down
without prologues, or with very short, closely adapted ones, certainly not
usable with any other poem. Still, there is reason to believe that ancient
performances of these epics included prooimia. But how organic is the
relationship between the body of an archaic Greek poem and its prooimion?
The small size of the sample does not allow any meaningful conclusions,
but this is the sort of situation where the taste and perceptions of a later age
might be expected to influence the text, to make the decision whether a
given archaic poem was separable from its prooimion, or integrally and
necessarily bound to it.
The comment of the scholiast on Dionysius Periegetes concerning
Crates' rejection of the Hesiodic prooimia raises a number of problems:
"The [prooimia] of the Works and Days and the Theogony might be prefixed
to any poem, and therefore Crates rejected them quite rightly [or perhaps:
'in accordance with his principle']."^
That is one opinion, and a very respectable one—but it was not that of
the bulk of the Hellenistic reading public, since the prooimia survived to
become part of the text known to the Middle Ages. Why, then, did they
survive? It is useful here to look at the question backwards, and ask what
would be lost from the text of Hesiod and from the content of the two
poems by losing the prologues.
First, Hesiod's name would be lost—mentioned only once, in the
prologue of the Theogony (22)—and along with Hesiod's name would be
lost every Boeotian toponym except Ascra and Helicon, which occur
together in the lines quoted above (p. 4). Gone are the eddying Permessos
(identified with the Arkhontitsa), gone is very holy Olmeios, and along with
them, Hippocrene and the altar of Zeus on top of Helicon. The Hesiodic
landscape is left impoverished and nearly anonymous, and the poet himself
without a name. Without the prologues, Hesiod approaches the condition of
Homer.
^* F. Riihl. "Dionysios Periegetes," Rheinisches Museum 29 (1874) 83 (Dionysius
comments, 64-65): to hi. xSiv Ep-ycov Kal finepcov 'Hai68ou Kai Ttii; GeoYOviow; ndoTi;
eoTi Ttpotd^ai noitiaeax;- 5i6 koI 6 Kpdxri^ avid Kctxa A,6yov ri9exei.
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Last and most significant of all, without the prologues the Heliconian
Muses fade into insignificance. Outside the prologues, Hesiod mentions the
Muses only five times in the Theogony and Works and Days. Their descent
from Mnemosyne is noted in the Theogony (915-17), and they are invoked
to aid in the performance of the catalogue of goddesses who bore children to
mortals (963-68)—a purely Homeric convention, by which the narrative
voice asks for help with an exceptional task of recall of traditional material.
The last verse of the Theogony (1022), the bridge to the Catalogue of
Women, makes a similar request
The two other references to the Muses outside the prooimia are in the
passage in the Works and Days to which I would like finally to turn. It is
the digression (if that is the correct term) in the problematic passage on
seafaring
—
Works and Days 646-62.
Evt' av in' iiinopvi\v xpeyaq aeai<ppova 6\)n6v
PovXtiai xpta te JcpocpvyEiv koi Xi|i6v dxepitea,
5ei^ci) 5t| Toi nexpa jioA.v(pXoioPoio SaXdaoriq,
ovTE Ti vavTiXiTiq oeoocpionevo? ovxe xi vrimv
650 o\) ydp 71(6 noxe vtii y' ejiotXcov evpea jcovxov,
el nfi ei; EiSPoiav e^ AvXiSoq, fi nox' 'Axaioi
Heivavxei; xeiR'iiva 7toX,\)v o\)v Xaov ayeipav
'EXX,d5oq e^ lepTiq Tpoiriv eq KaXA-iyuvaiKa.
£v9a 8' eywY in' oteGXa 5a'i<ppovoi; 'An<pi5dnavxo(;
655 Xa^KiSa x' ziq enep-riao- xd 5e JipoicE<ppa5neva noXkA
aQk' eOeoav jtavSc; neYaXT|xopO(; • Ev6d ne piini
xm\(a viKTiaavxa (pepeiv xplitoS' cbxtoevxa.
xov jiev iya Movojiq 'EX,iK(ovid5eoo' dveOriKa,
ev0d |ie x6 Ttpwxov X-iyvpfii; Enep-rioav doiSfiQ.
660 xoooov xoivTiuv ye TtETtEiprmai itoXvyonipcov
aXka xal wi; EpEco Zr[vbq voov oiyioxoio-
Movoai ydp \i' E5i6a^av d6£o<paxov i5|ivov oeiSeiv.
This amusing passage was clearly part of the poem as known in the
Hellenistic period, but there is a voice of exceptional authority raised against
it in antiquity—that of Plutarch.
A scholion on the passage, traceable to the commentary on the Works
and Days of the Neoplatonist Proclus, reads,^
^' Fr. 84, Sandbach. There is disagreement about which lines Plutarch branded as an
interpolation (EnPePXrioeai cpriaiv). Bemardakis (fr. 62, with notes) believed Plutarch
considered 13 lines, from 650 through 662, spurious. Sandbach reads the opening phrase more
cautiously and retains 650-53, down to the last major syntactic break before mention of
Khalkis. Given the oddly self-undercutting tone of the introductory sentence (646-49), along
with Plutarch's lack of patience with the playful ironies of the Hesiodic speaker, and the fact that
no other Plutarchan comments relating to those lines are preserved, I suspea that the excision
went from 646 to 662. Whichever of these conjectures is correct, however, the scholion is
explicit that for Plutarch the "real" Works and Days started again at 663, and so the references to
the Muses remain unavoidably within the "interpolation."
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Ta^xa rcdvTa Tiepi TTi(; XaXxiSoi; (xal) xou 'An<pi5d- 10
liavToq Kai Tov a9Xo\) Kai xov xpinoSo^ enPePXfiaGai q>Tioiv
6 nA,omapxo(; oi)5ev e'xovxa xpiotov. xov nev ovv 'Anpi-
5dnavxa vavnaxovvxa npbq 'Epexpieai; vnip xov AiiXdvxov
djcoGaveiv- a9Xa 5' en' at)xw kuI dywva^ Geivai xeA-ev-
XT|oavxi xo-uq TtaiSac;- viKTJoai 5' dycovi^onevov xov 'Hoio- 15
6ov Kai aSXov hovoikov xpiitoSa XaPciv koi dvaGeivai
xovxov ev xw 'EA-ikSvi, ono-o Kai Kdxoxo(; eYeyovei xaiq
Movaaii;, Kai eniypamia eiii xovxco Gpv^ovai. ndvxa ovv
xavxa ^TipcoSri Xeycov eKeivoc; an' aixmv apxexai xwv eii;
xov Kaipov xot) nXox) owxeivovxmv, "tijiaxa 7t£vxf|Kovxa." 20
In his discussion of the scholion, M. L. West focused his attention on
the problem raised by a phrase, inserted in one version of it.^" that seems to
indicate that the Alexandrians rejected the ten-line passage from 651 to 660.
This, then, would be a reasonable attempt to clean up and "restore" the text,
based on the perception that the contest of Homer and Hesiod was a "late"
invention. These may have been the motives of the Alexandrian scholars,
but two facts remain to be explained. First, the survival of the condemned
lines,^' and second, their rejection by Plutarch. One further bit of testimony
may explain both.
It is unlikely to have been more than 50 years after Plutarch expressed
his contempt for these "frivolous" lines of the received text of Hesiod, that
Pausanias visited the valley of the Muses.^^ He reports the usual trivia
—
Helicon is free of poisonous plants, and hence its poisonous snakes are not
as poisonous as those found elsewhere, and so forth. The locals, he tells us,
say that Otus and Ephialtes established the cult of the Heliconian Muses
clearly a founding myth fabricated to advertise the antiquity of the shrine. A
few verses from a poem already lost in Pausanias's time are cited from a
local historian to support the account. And Ascra? As was previously
noted, Pausanias saw only the ruined tower visible today
—
Pyrgaki. He
walks on up the valley, admiring the statues in the grove of the Muses and
recording the names of the sculptors—his catalogue quite likely includes the
statues that stood on the great curved stone base that survives.^^ After
various statues of mythical figures and Hellenistic rulers, he arrives at the
collection of bronze tripods, and the jewel of the collection is, of course, the
'"West (1978) 319. The text discussed is Pertusi's {Scholia Vetera in Hesiodi Opera el Dies
(Pubbl. deirUniversita Cattolica del S. Cuore. n. s. 13, 1955) 205-06), where the phrase
dSetovvxai Seica oxixoi 8id x6 xf\(; ioxopiaq vecbxepov interrupts the citation from
Proclus. The phrase occurs in only one of the 7 manuscripts that have the scholion in one form
or another, and probably has nothing to do with Plutarch or even with Proclus.
'' The lines both of Homer and of Hesiod condemned by the Hellenistic scholars seem
generally to have survived in the later manuscript traditon (often with explicit indication of such
editorial condenmation).
"Pausanias 9. 29-31.
'' Werner Peek, "Die Musen von Thespiai" (n. 8, above).
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tripod Hesiod himself won in Khalkis. Pausanias does not record the
inscription, but if the Contest can be believed, it read:
'Hoio5o(; Movoaii; 'EA-ixcovioi x6v5' dve&nKEv
{)|xv(p viKtiaa^ ev XaA.Ki5i Geiov "Ontipov.
Pausanias closes his account of the valley of the Muses with a climb up to
Hippocrene, where he is shown a lead tablet with the Works and Days
inscribed on it, minus the ten-line prooimion. The locals at the spring did
not serve their own interests when ^ey said Hesiod wrote that poem, and no
other. What better testimony to support the idea that for once Pausanias
was shown a genuine heirloom, displayed without ulterior motive? The
locals in the valley of the Muses knew that the oeuvre of the poet who by
Pausanias's time had been associated with their valley for at least 400 years
had been expanded and inflated in every possible way. They seem to have
clung to a purist position at their own expense—who knows?—it may even
have contained some shred of historical truth.
To return now to Plutarch: he and Pausanias were alive at the same
time, though Plutarch was much older than Pausanias. Was Plutarch's
rejection of the passage on Hesiod's victory at Khalkis and the tripod simply
an echo of the Hellenistic scholars' perception that the Contest was
fabricated after the time of Homer and Hesiod? On the map of western
Boeotia, Plutarch's home town, Chaironeia, lies less than 40 kilometers
northwest of the valley of the Muses. He could not fail to know, firsthand,
the tripod in the collection there, to which the lines in question were said to
refer. Plutarch actually portrays himself against the background of the
shrine, in the dialogue called the Erotikos (749b).^
The obvious conclusion seems to be that Plutarch knew that the tripod
on display in the grove of the Muses was not what it was claimed to be
—
that it was in fact an attempt on the part of the attendants of a Hellenistic
shrine to fabricate archaic roots. By condemning the passage that described
it as an "interpolation," he was pulling the rug from under the prized
exhibit, but still more important, he was tacitly indicating his own
knowledge that the Hesiodic poems had been tampered with at some stage in
their history, in order to accommodate them to the shrine and its artifacts.
Without the slightest intention to undermine the personal, historic Hesiod,
he was indicating how one element of that persona, one bit of pseudo-
autobiographical information, entered the canon, in the service of the
festival of the Muses.
The setting of the dialogue can be understood in terms of literary conventions and echoes,
and need not be historically accurate. The passages that esublish the setting of Plutarch's
conversation in the valley of the Arkhontitsa (a conversation fictionally recreated within the
Erotikos through the mouth of Plutarch's son) do, however, provide sufficient evidence of a
knowledge of the topography of the area and the distance from Thespiai to the valley to leave
little doubt that Plutarch had firsthand experience of the shrine of the Muses.
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There are various reasons to believe that this sort of fabrication of an
archaic past was a widespread phenomenon among Hellenistic institutions.
In Samothrace, in the initiatory sanctuary, there is a Hellenistic building
with a conspicuous Mycenaean architectural feature—a relieving triangle.^^
The comparison may be carried further. The building in question, and the
whole of the Hellenistic embellishment of the shrine of Samothrace, belong
to the time of Apollonius's Argonautica, which advertised the importance of
the Samothracian mysteries in the Bronze Age—Jason and his crew stopped
there to be initiated. Literature and architecture are both called into service
to enhance the prestige of the institution. There are examples of archaism
in the inscriptions of the valley of the Muses, but if the priests of the
Heliconian Muses did not need to represent the archaic roots of their shrine
architecturally, the answer may lie in the power of the much more
malleable, expressive material at their disposal—the Hesiodic corpus.
Stripped of the passages discussed here
—
\heprooimia and the seafaring
passage^^—the Hesiodic corpus has little local color and no Muses—or
rather, it has Muses only as Homer has Muses. With the prologues and the
passage on the tripod, the Hesiodic corpus becomes first and foremost a
celebration of the Muses, and the daughters of memory move to center
stage.
To summarize what has been suggested here: Proclus, when relaying
Plutarch's remarks on the seafaring passage, reports that Plutarch believed
Works and Days 650-62 was an interpolation. The whole story of the
contest on Euboea is lost and along with it something of the (oddly
undercut) legitimation of Hesiod's seafaring lore. And along with the story
goes the legitimation of the prized artifact displayed in Plutarch's time in the
valley of the Muses. A century before Proclus's time, the precinct of the
Muses on the slopes of Helicon had been looted for the beautification of
Constantinople, and the once-important festival there was a thing of the
remote past. But Pausanias was shown the tripod in question, and there can
be little doubt that Plutarch was shown it as well. This has not been
sufficiently appreciated. Pausanias's visit, in the middle of the second
century, was only a few decades after the death of Plutarch. Plutarch lived
much of his life near the spot, and even portrays himself there, albeit in a
highly conventional manner. It is impossible that Plutarch, a half-century
before Pausanias, was not shown the same prized artifact. When he
3^ J. R. McCredie, "A Samolhracian Enigma." Hesperia 43 (1974) 454-59.
'* Plutarch does not condemn the entire seafaring passage, and the "interpolation" he points
to was not intended to include the passage (633-40) on Hesiod's father's seafaring ventures,
which resulted in his settling in wretched Ascra. This represents the core of Hesiodic
autobiography that the tradition has generally accepted until recently (Nagy, "Hesiod," 50). The
seafaring passage stands out strikingly from the rest of the Works and Days for its seeming
irrelevance to concerns that could be localized in the dusty little valley far from the sea that is
claimed as Hesiod's home, and it is striking that the speaker chooses just this material as the
occasion to remind us that he is really speaking to us from the valley of the Muses.
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considered the entire passage an interpolation, he was not reacting simply to
its lack of seriousness, its failure to live up to the austere standard of
edificatory value he set for the text. He was saying with characteristic tact
that the priests' prized artifact was a hoax
—
and he was saying that a 12-line
passage of the Works and Days was an aition, inserted sometime, by
someone, to explain that hoax.
The further implications of this interpolation are suggestive. Along
with the prooimia (themselves questioned in antiquity), the passage lost here
is unique in the Hesiodic corpus in suggesting a special relationship
between Hesiod and the Heliconian Muses. It is also juxtaposed with and
closely related to the passage on Hesiod's father's seafaring activities, which
contain the only references to Ascra and to Hesiod's family (beyond Perses,
whose name occurs repeatedly in formulas of address).^^
Plutarch, as an exceptionally educated and sophisticated local informant,
may be providing the keys to an understanding of how the diverse body of
wisdom poetry we know as the Hesiodic corpus came to be associated with a
specific shepherd in a specific landscape in a remote valley of his own native
Boeotia.
Princeton University
'^ The best analogy is the Kymos of the Theognidean corpus, probably to be understood as a
conventional mute persona rather than a reflection of a historical individual. Cf. A. Ford, "The
Seal of Theognis: The Politics of Authorship in Ancient Greece," in Theognis ofMegara, ed.
T. J. Figuera and G. Nagy (1985).
20
Der Hdhepunkt der deutschen Plutarchrezeption:
Plutarch bei Nietzsche
HEINZ GERD INGENKAMP
Anfang 1872 erschien die "Geburt der Tragddie." Ein Jahr zuvor hatte
Nietzsche eine Anzahl von Seiten zum Thema dieser Schrift zu Papier
gebracht, die er dann aber nicht so, wie konzipiert, mitverSffentlichte. Darin
heiBt es:
"Selbst noch jener abgeblaBte Epigone Plutarch hat so viel griechischen
Instinkt in sich, daB er uns sagen kann, kein edelgebomer JUngling wUrde,
wenn er den Zeus in Pisa schaue, das Verlangen haben, selbst ein Phidias,
Oder wenn er Hera in Argos sieht, selbst ein Polyklet zu werden . . . Das
kOnstlerische Schaffen fallt fUr den Griechen eben so sehr unter den
unehrwtirdigen Begriff der Arbeit, wie jedes banausische Handwerk."'
Plutarch also der Vertreter dieser Einschatzung des Kunstschaffens, aber
sogar noch Plutarch. Selbst in einem so abgeblaBten Epigonen hat sich das
Griechentum noch so sehr durchgehalten, daB . .
.
Weihnachten 1872 schickte Nietzsche "Fiinf Vorreden zu fiinf
ungeschriebenen Biichem" an Cosima Wagner. Sie sind erst mit dem
NachlaB veroffentlicht worden. Hier verwendet Nietzsche die Zeilen aus dem
inzwischen fast zweijahrigen Manuskript, allerdings mit einer bezeichnenden
Kurzung. Erschreibt:
Die von Nietzsche selbst veroffentlichten Werke werden mil Titelsigle und Paragraphen- bzw.
Aphorismennummer zitiert. Die verwendeien Siglen sind: GT = Die Geburt der Tragodie, UB =
UnzeitgemaUe Beirachtungen, MA = Menschliches, AUzumenschliches, M = Morgenrote, FWi
= Die Frohliche Wissenschafl, Z = Also sprach Zarathustra, J = Jenseits von Gut und Hose, GM
= Zur Genealogie der Moral, FWa = Der Fall Wagner, GD = Gotzen-Dammerung, A = Der
Antichrist. Weniger iibersichtliche Kapitel und Paragraphen werden zusatzlich mil Band- und
Seitenzahl der kritischen Gesamtausgabe der Werice Nietzsches von G. CoUi und M. Montinari,
Berlin und New York 1967 ff. (Sigle: KGW), zitiert. Ebenfalls nach dieser Ausgabe werden alle
nachgelassenen Schriften und Fragmente zitiert. Die Ziute aus Nietzsches Briefen richten sich
nach der kritischen Gesamtausgabe der Briefe (Sigle: KGBr) von G. Colli und M. Montinari,
Berlin und New York 1975 ff.
'KGWni,352.
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"Plutarch sagt einmal mit altgriechischem Instinkte, kein edelgebomer
Jilngling werde ..." usw.^
Hat er den Ausdruck "abgeblaBter Epigone" nur weggelassen, weil er
den Gedanken jetzt aus der Hand gab, oder hatte sich sein Plutarchbild
geandert? Es spricht einiges dafiir, daB dies letztere der Fall war. Der
Philologe hatte Plutarch tiichtig verwendet—als Steinbruch, wie in seiner
Zeit iiblich. Urn das unbeschwert tun zu kOnnen, ist ein Urteil wie
"abgeblaBter Epigone" giinstig. Aber aus dem Philologen Nietzsche war
iiber der Arbeit an der "Geburt der TragOdie" ein Philosoph geworden. Das
hatte seine Folgen wohl auch filr das, was uns hier interessierL
III
In der Jahresmitte 1872^ tobt der Kampf um die "Geburt der Tragodie":
Wilamowitz hat seine Gegenschrift verOffentlicht, Rohde antwortet. Im
Wintersemester bleiben die Studenten aus; Nietzsche steht vor leeren
Banken.
In dieser aufregenden Zeit sammeln sich bereits die Gedanken zur
spateren "Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen Betrachtung" mit dem Titel "Vom Nutzen
und Nachtheil der Historie fiir das Leben"; wenigstens als Teil des groBeren
Ganzen "Historie" kommt hier auch die Philologie in die Ziellinie seiner
Kritik, und dieser nicht-historistische, nicht-philologische Standpunkt wirkt
sich, wie bereits zu erwarten, positiv fiir das Urteil iiber Plutarch aus. Unter
den Notizen aus dieser Zeit findet sich auch die folgende:''
"Meine Aufgabe: den inneren Zussamenhang und die Nothwendigkeit jeder
wahren Kultur zu begreifen. Die Schutz- und Heilmittel einer Kultur, das
VerhaltniB derselben zum Volksgenius. Die Consequenz jeder groBen
Kunstwelt ist eine Kultur: aber oft korrimt es, durch feindliche
Gegenstromungen, nicht zu diesem Ausklingen eines Kunstwerks.
Die Philosophie soil den geistigen Hohenzug durch die Jahrhunderte
festhalten: damit die ewige Fruchtbarkeit alles GroBen.
Filr die Wissenschaft giebt es kein GroB und Klein—aber fur die
Philosophie! An jenem Satze miBt sich der Werth der Wissenschaft.
Das Festhalten des Erhabenenl
Welcher auBerordentUcher Mangel an Buchem in unserer Zeit, die eine
heroische Kraft athmen!—Selbst Plutarch wird nicht mehr gelesen!"
Was Nietzsche meint, wird deutlicher werden durch den Kommentar zum
nachsten Stuck. Hier mag der Versuch einer ausfiihrlichen Paraphrase
reichen.
^KGWin2,260.
' Zu einer Notiz von 1871 s. unten S. 31.
''KGWin4,14.
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Nietzsche notiert, was er als seine Aufgabe ansieht. ZunSchst besteht
diese darin, die Einheit, das Wesen, den Kern einer jeden "wahren" Kultur
(dazu werden u.a. die indische, griechische, romische,' franzosische gehoren)
zu "begreifen," d.h. wohl: zu einer sie charakterisierenden Formulierung zu
kommen. Die beiden folgenden Aufgaben sind spezieller: Es geht ihm um
das Mittel, einer Kultur in Gefahr beizustehen (was er meint, wird er
sogleich sagen); es geht ihm darum, wie die Kultur sich zum "Volksgenius"
verhalt, einer etwas mystischen Entitat, die wohl z.B. die MOglichkeit der
Mythen eines Volkes ist, ein "Abgrund," aus dem in Deutschland z.B. die
Reformation geflossen ist ". . . in deren Choral die Zukunftsweise der
deutschen Musik zuerst erklang."*
Der nachste Satz ist eine gedankliche Einheit; sein Gewicht liegt auf
dem zweiten Teil. Im Ohr liegt noch die Aufgabe, sich mit den Heil- und
Schutzmitteln einer Kultur zu befassen: Das ist ndtig, da feindliche
Gegenstromungen (in erster Linie "Wissenschaftlichkeit") verhindem, daB
eine "groBe Kunstwelt" (wie etwa die Moglichkeit Indiens, Griechenlands,
Roms) ihre Konsequenz, eben ihre Kultur findet (im Fall Griechenlands also
die tragische Kultur). Ist diese Kultur erreicht, so ist es zum "Ausklingen"
des "Kunstwerks" gekommen—aber eben dies wird nicht immer erreicht.
Bis hierhin sieht Nietzsche seine Aufgabe im "Begreifen" einer Kultur
(sowie in der Einsicht in ihre Heilmittel). Es ist nicht leicht zu sagen, wie
das folgende mit dem ersten Abschnitt zusammenhangt. Das zitierte Stiick
ist ja eine unabhangige NachlaBnotiz, somit ohne unmittelbaren Kontext,
und zunachst fiir sich allein zu betrachten. Zweifellos hangen die beiden
nachsten Abschnitte untereinander zusammen. Aber ist die Philosophie
noch als "Aufgabe" angesehen? Will Nietzsche eine solche Philosophie in
Angriff nehmen? Will er das, was er zuvor als seine Aufgabe beschrieben
hat, (u.a.) in einer solchen Philosophie konkret verwirklichen? Jedenfalls
tritt jetzt die Geschichte ins Bild, und zwar auf der einen Seite eine wenig
werthafte: die wissenschaftliche Historiographie, fiir die es kein Klein oder
GroB gibt, und, auf der anderen Seite, die werthafte Philosophie, die den
"geistigen Hohenzug"—den Hohenzug, der von den groBen Gedanken
gebildet wird—"festhalt," und zwar "durch die Jahrhunderte." Hierin liegt der
Bezug zur Geschichte: die Philosophie ist eine Art Geschichtsschreibung,
aber auf andere Art; sie sucht die geistigen Gipfel auf und macht deren
Zwiegesprach vemehmlich—^"die ewige Fruchtbarkeit alles GroBen" besteht
ja in diesem Zwiegesprach der Gipfel.
Wieder ist die Verbindung zum folgenden nicht einfach. Der Ausdruck
"das Festhalten" erinnert an den Ausdruck, die Philosophie soUe den
geistigen Hohenzug "festhalten"; aber "das Erhabene" lenkt auf andere,
mindestens zusalzlich auf andere Hohenziige: das folgende diirfte das
'GT21,KGWm 1,129.
*GT23, ib. 143.
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"Erhabene" als "Heroisches" erlautem.'' Liegt darin, im Festhalten des so
verstandenen "Erhabenen," die im ersten Absatz allgemein formulierte
Aufgabe Nietzsches?
Die 2. Unzeitgemafie Betrachtung kann den Gedanken nahelegen. Dann
ist Plutarch Nietzsches Vorganger—er hat das Erhabene festgehalten. Es
gibt in Nietzsches Zeit nichts dergleichen, selbst Plutarchs Biographien, die
ja vorliegen, werden vernachlassigt. Oder sind die beiden Arten des
Festhaltens, das Festhalten des "geistigen HOhenzugs" und das Festhalten
des Erhabenen eher notige Vorarbeiten zu jener Ideenschau und Medizin der
Kultur, die Nietzsche als Aufgabe vorschwebt? Dann ist Plutarch jedenfalls
seinem Anliegen im hochsten MaBe dienlich. Es gibt ja kaum
Vergleichbares—wer halt Erhabenes fest, wenn nicht Plutarch?
Wie dem auch sei: Plutarch gerSt in groBe Nahe zu Nietzsches
Aufgabe. Er miiBte ein zentraler Autor des Philosophen werden. Man wird
sehen.
In der 2. UnzeitgemaBen Betrachtung wird Plutarch wie folgt erwahnt:
"Und wenn ihr nach Biographien verlangt, dann nicht nach jenen mit dem
Refrain 'Herr So und So und seine Zeit,' sondem nach solchen, auf deren
Titelblatte es heissen miisste 'ein Kampfer gegen seine Zeit.' Sattigt cure
Seelen an Plutarch und wagt es an euch selbst zu glauben, indem ihr an
seine Helden glaubt. Mit einem Hundert solcher unmodem erzogener, das
heisst reif gewordener und an das Heroische gewohnter Menschen ist jetzt
die ganze larmende Afterbildung dieser Zeit zum ewigen Schweigen zu
bringen."
Damit endet der 6. der insgesamt 10 Paragraphen der Schrift.* Die Satze
sind in den vorhergehenden Abschnitten nur sehr allgemein vorbereitet: man
versteht sie erst voU, wenn man we«7ergelesen hat. Erst spater wird nSmlich
erst klar, was die beiden den Gedanken tragenden Ideen bedeuten: die Idee des
Kampfers gegen die eigene Zeit und die Idee der Reife.
Der von Nietzsche gemeinte Kampfer kann dies nicht oder wenigstens
nicht hauptsachlich als politischer Kampfer sein. Denn einmal hat
Nietzsche in seiner Schrift einen, wie er wohl meint, unpolitischen
Standpunkt eingenommen—er fragt nach Nutzen und Nachteil der Historic
fur eine Kultur, die er als eine geschlossene Welt des GroBen, Erhabenen,
Heroischen versteht, nicht aber nach Nutzen und Nachteil geschichtlicher
Forschung fur die Erledigung okonomischer, diplomatischer oder
machtpolitischer Tagesfragen oder fijr Programme zum Zweck der
Beibehaltung oder Veranderung gesellschaftlicher Verhaltnisse. Sodann ist
Plutarch kein Autor, der uns lauter Kampfer vorstellte, die politisch gegen
ihre Zeit standen. Mag man dies mit einiger GroBzugigkeit z. B. von Solon
und den Gracchen sagen, so ist es vOllig unmoglich, die Viten Caesars, des
' Vgl. unten S. 512 mit UB U 5, KGW m 1, 276.
«KGW in 1,291.
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jiingeren Cato, des Pompeius, Crassus, Brutus, Ciceros und Marc Anions
als Biographien von Kampfem gegen ihre eigene Zeit im politischen Sinn
zu lesen: denn welche Politik soil fiir "die Zeit" dieser Manner noch
ubriggeblieben sein, da sie ja allesamt in dieser oder jener Weise
gegeneinander oder aneinander vorbei agierten und in ihrer Gesamtheit
andeutungsweise das politische Spektrum der Epoche reprasentieren?
Der Kampfer gegen seine Zeit, der Nietzsche vorschwebt, ist am Ende
des 8. Paragraphen definiert. "Denn rede man," heiBt es dort, "von welcher
Tugend man woUe, von der Gerechtigkeit, Grossmuth, Tapferkeit, von der
Weisheit und dem Mitleid des Menschen—iiberall ist er dadurch tugendhaft,
dass er sich gegen jene blinde Macht der Facta, gegen die Tyrannei des
Wirklichen emport und sich Gesetzen unterwirft, die nicht die Gesetze jener
Geschichtsfluctuationen sind. Er schwimmt immer gegen die
geschichtlichen Wellen, sei es dass er seine Leidenschaften als die nachste
dumme Thatsachlichkeit seiner Existenz bekampft oder dass er sich zur
Ehrlichkeit verpflichtet, wahrend die Liige rings urn ihn herum ihre
glitzemden Netze spinnt. . . . Glucklicher Weise bewahrt sie (sc. die
Geschichte) . . . das Gedachtniss an die groBen Kampfer gegen die
Geschichte, das heisst gegen die blinde Macht des Wirklichen und stellt sich
dadurch selbst an den Pranger, dass sie Jene gerade als die eigentlichen
historischen Naturen heraushebt, die sich um das 'So ist es' wenig
kummerten, um vielmehr mit heiterem Stolze einem 'So soil es sein' zu
folgen."9
In der Tat: solche Kampfer "gegen die geschichtlichen Wellen," die die
jeweils eigene Epoche an sie heranbringt, kann man in Plutarchs Helden
finden: Kampfer gegen das AUtagliche der Leidenschaften, gegen das, was
schon deshalb etwas wert sein will, weil es wirklich ist, und fiir das "So
soil es sein."
Der heitere Stolz, die Bereitschaft zur Arbeit an sich selbst und an der
"Zeit" trennt solche Gestalten, wie sie Nietzsche vorschweben und wie er sie
bei Plutarch gestaltet findet, von einem Typus, der in Nietzsches Epoche an
Boden gewonnen hatte: den Hegelianer, wie Nietzsche ihn sieht. Der steht
in einem Wellprozefi, und die eigene Zeit ist dessen notwendiges Resultat.
Die Zeit nach Hegel ist, da ja "HOhepunkt und Endpunkt" des Weltprozesses
"in seiner (sc. Hegels) eigenen Berliner Existenz zusammenfielen,"'" ohnehin
nur noch eine Appendix—im Grunde iiberflussig. Man bckennt sich zum
Epigonentum, hat mit der Geschichte nichts mehr vor und macht vor ihr
einen krummen Rucken." Gerade gegen diese modeme Mythologie bringt
Nietzsche seine "veralteten Gedanken"'2an iiber die Kampfer gegen die
eigene Zeit und ihr "So soil es sein." Nietzsche, kaum indirekt also, mit
' ib. 307.
1" ib. 304.
" ib. 305.
12 ib. 306.
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Plutarch gegen Hegel. Hier der HOhenzug des GroBen, der zur Gestaltung
einer groBen Zukunft aufruft, dort der Abgesang auf die Zukunft und der
krumme Riicken vor der Geschichte.
Soweit unser Kommentar zum "Kampfer gegen die eigene Zeit."
"Sattigt eure Seelcn an Plutarch," heiBt es weiter, "und wagt es an euch
selbst zu glauben, indem ihr an seine Helden glaubt." Den Sinn dieses
Satzes wird die Interpretation dessen, was folgt, deutlich machen. Wenden
wir uns also diesem folgenden zu.
Hat man sich auf diese Weise—indem man sich an Plutarch gesSttigt
hat usw.—unmodem erzogen, ist man duich diese Erziehung re//geworden,
so wird, wenn es zu einer Gruppe von einem Hundert solcher Menschen
kommt, der zukunftsfeindliche Ungeist des historischen Wissens um seiner
selbst willen zum Schweigen gebracht werden. Inwiefem die Erziehung zur
Haltung der plutarchischen Helden "unmodem" ist, hat Nietzsche in den
Kapiteln vorher dargelegt, vor allem im vierten, und er wird damit
fortfahren, z. B. im achten, wo er ja der allgemeinen Hegelei die eigenen
"veralteten Gedanken" gegenuberstellt. Interessant und entscheidend fiir sein
Kulturkonzept ist aber der Begriff der Reife. Was er darunter versteht,
erlautert er erst im folgenden, siebenten Paragraphen. "Alles Lebendige,"
sagt er da, "braucht um sich eine Atmosphare, einen geheimnissvollen
Dunstkreis; wenn man ihm diese Hiille nimmt, wenn man eine Religion,
eine Kunst, ein Genie verurtheilt, als Gestim ohne Atmosphare zu kreisen:
so soil man sich iiber das schnelle Verdorren, Hart- und Unfiruchtbar-werden
nicht mehr wundem. So ist es nun einmal bei alien grossen Dingen,
'die nie ohn' ein'gen Wahn gelingen,'
wie Hans Sachs in den Meistersingem sagL
Aber selbst jedes Volk, ja jeder Mensch, der reif werden will, braucht
einen solchen umhiillenden Wahn, eine solche schiitzende und umschleiemde
Wolke; jetzt aber hasst man das Reifwerden iiberhaupt, weil man die
Historie mehr als das Leben ehrt."'^ Wenn Nietzsche vom "Lebendigen"
spricht, das nur innerhalb eines "geheimnissvollen Dunstkreises" gedeihen
konne, so hat er, wie die folgenden Beispiele zeigen, ausschlieBIich das
^M/rure/Z-Lebendige im Auge: ReUgion, Kunst, Genie sind ja Beispiele, die
den Begriff "Lebendiges" erlautem. Er gibt nicht etwa dem Uberdauem und
Wachsen des Kulturell-Lebendigen einen naturgesetzlichen Hintergrund,
indem er allgemeine Bestimmungen dafiir der Biologic enmahme. Nietzsche
meint also, daB, wie er sich ein paar Zeilen spater ausdriickt, "Instincte und
kraftige Wahnbilder" das bedingen, was er in seiner Schrift "Leben" nennt
Eine Kultur, der das Attribut "reif gebiihrt, ebenso wie ein reifer Mensch,
befindet sich, heiBt das, in dem Gehause von nicht der Kritik unterzogenen,
Mwgepriiften Anschauungen; ihre Priifung verhinderte gerade die Reife oder
"UBn7,KGWnil.294.
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hObe sie auf. "SSttigt cure Seelen an Plutarch heiBt also: Schafft euch
"leben" fOrdemde "Wahn" bilder mit Hilfe Plutarchs.
Nun zum SchluBsatz des Abschnitts. "Mit einem Hundert solcher
unmodern erzogener, das heisst reif gewordener und an das Heroische
gewdhnter Menschen ist jetzt die ganze iSnnende Afterbildung dieser Zeit
zum ewigen Schweigen zu bringen." Einen ganz ahnlichen Satz kennt des
Leser noch aus dem. 2. Paragraphen:
"Nehme man an, dass Jemand glaube, es gehorten nicht mehr als hundert
productive, in einem neuen Geiste erzogene und wirkende Menschen dazu,
um der in Deutschland gerade jetzt modisch gewordenen Gebildetheit den
Garaus zu machen, wie milsste es ihn bestirken wahrzunehmen, dass die
Cultur der Renaissance sich auf den Schultem einer solchen Hundert-
Manner-Schaar heraushob."'''
DaB hier und dort im Wesentlichen dasselbe gesagt ist, ist offenkundig:
schlieBlich impliziert ja der Begriff "Renaissance," daB der neue Geist, von
dem die Rede ist, unmodern, veraltet ist. Hundert Manner also, die sich
Plutarch zueigen machen, werden—wie es im Prinzip schon einmal
geschehen ist—eine Kultur gegen ihre Zeit schaffen kOnnen. Im
Zusammenhang seiner Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen hatte Nietzsche kaum
Lobenswerteres iiber Plutarch sagen kOnnen.
Aus der Zeit, in der Nietzsche an der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen arbeitete,
haben wir eine weitere Notiz, in der Plutarch erwahnt ist. Der Gedanke
dieser Notiz ist in den Zusammenhang der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen zu
stellen. Nietzsche schreibt:
"Unbekanntschaft mit Plutarch. Montaigne tiber ihn. Der wirksamste
Autor (bei Smiles). Ob ein neuer Plutarch auch nur mogUch ware? Wir
leben ja alle in einer stillosen naturalistischen Sittlichkeit; wir halten die
antiken Gestalten leicht fiir deklamatorisch."'^
Wer kennt Plutarch nicht? Wer lebt in einer stillosen naturalistichen
Sittlichkeit? Nietzsche spricht von "wir." Damit kann er seine ganze
Epoche meinen. Es ist mOglich, daB man der Anklage diese allgemeine
Richtung nicht absprechen kann—mehr spricht dafiir, daB Nietzsche speziell
von den Deutschen redet.
Das ist noch nicht bewiesen, wenn denen, die Plutarch nicht kennen, der
groBe Plutarcheer Montaigne entgegengehalten wird—schlieBlich lebte
Montaigne drei Jahrhunderte vor Nietzsche und kOnnte der Jetztzeit als
Vorbild vorgehalten werden. Samuel Smiles'* hingegen ist Zeitgenosse
—
kOnnte aber der Mitwelt als Ausnahme vorgehalten werden. Mir scheint
'*KGWnil,256f.
'^ KGW m 4. 353. Vgl. auch unten, Kap. H 2.
'* Nietzsche bezieht sich auf Samuel Smiles. Character. '1871, ^1876: dort S. 272-76
ausfiihrliche Wiirdigung Plutarchs.
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aber die Klage speziell uber die "stillose naturalistische Sittlichkeit" darauf
hinzudeuten, dafi, jedenfalls vor allem, die Deutschen gemeint sind.
Im 4. Kapitel der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen riigt Nietzsche, daB die
"Deutschen der Gegenwart . . . mehr als ein anderes Volk an jener Schwache
der Personlichkeit und an dem Widerspruche von Inhalt und Form zu leiden
haben."^^ Was Nietzsche damit tadelt, ist die Erscheinung, daB der modeme
Deutsche so voll ist von Bildung, daB er unfahig geworden ist zur erhabenen
Tat. "Es scheint fast unmoglich, dass ein starker und voller Ton selbst
durch das machtigste Hineingreifen in die Saiten erzeugt werde: sofort
verhallt er wieder, im nachsten Augenblicke bereits klingt er historisch zart
verfluchtigt und kraftlos ab. Moralisch augedriickt: es gelingt euch nicht
mehr das Erhabene fest zu halten.''^* Das ist die Skizze der "schwachen
Personlichkeit."" Dem Widerspruch von Inhalt (dem UbermaB an Bildung)
und Form (der Nachlassigkeit, dem Fehlen an Stil in der Lebensfiihrung)
liegt die Irrmeinung der Deutschen zugrunde, Form sei nur "Konvention,"
"Verkleidung" und "Verstellung." So habe sich der Deutsche aus der
"Schule der Franzosen" gelost: ". . . denn er wollte natiirlicher und dadurch
deutscher werden." Nietzsche fahrt fort "Nun scheint er (sc. der Deutsche)
sich aber in diesem "Dadurch" verrechnet zu haben: aus der Schule der
Convention entlaufen, Uess er sich nun gehen, wie und wohin er eben Lust
hatte und machte im Grunde schlottericht und beliebig in halber
VergessUchkeit nach, was er friiher peinUch und oft mit Gliick nachmachte."
Nietzsche spricht hier nur vom auBeren Sich-Geben, also sehr konkret von
"all unser(em) Gehen, Stehen, Unterhalten, Kleiden und Wohnen,"2° aber
was er hier vortragt, ist nur das auffailige AuBere eines tieferliegenden
Fehlverhaltens. Es geht Nietzsche um die Kultur im ganzen, und seine
Bemerkungen iiber die deutsche Scheu vor der Konvention sind nur, eben
weil sie besonders Zutageliegendes betreffen, der nachstliegende Beweis
dafiir, daB die Deutschen keine Kultur haben. Die Bemerkungen stehen unter
der kurz zuvor gegebenen Definition, die Kultur eines Volkes sei die
"Einheit des kunstlerischen Stiles in alien Lebensausserungen eines
Volkes." Nietzsche erkiart: ". . . diese Bezeichnung darf nicht dahin
missverstanden werden, als ob es sich um den Gegensatz von Barbarei und
schonem Stil handele; das Volk, dem man eine Cultur zuspricht, soil nur in
aller Wirklichkeit etwas lebendig Eines sein und nicht so elend in Inneres
und Aeusseres, in Inhalt und Form auseinanderfallen."^' War
"Nachlassigkeit"—im Gegensatz zu "Konvention" gesehen—enger als das,
was mit "stillose naturalistische Sittlichkeit" gemeint ist, so ist das
"Auseinanderfallen in Inhalt und Form" nun weiter. Aber den Rahmen,
"KGWnil,271.
" ib. 275 f
.
"ib. 275-77.
20ib.271.
^ ib. 270.
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innerhalb dessen die Bedeutung jenes Ausdrucks verstanden warden muB,
stecken die beiden anderen Ausdriicke ab.
Es ist nun auch klar, was Nietzsche meint, wenn er sagt, "wir" hielten
"die antiken Gestalten leicht fiir deklamatorisch." Die antiken Gestalten
nehmen in der Notiz den Platz ein, den im § 4 der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen
die Franzosen einnehmen: man meint, weil sie Stil reprasentieren, seien sie
hohl—und dabei ist man nur selbst ein TOlpel und ein Schwachling dazu.
Unter den "antiken Gestalten" wird der Leser hier am ehesten die Helden
Plutarchs verstehen, die hiermit also indirekt als Verlreter einer echten
Kultur figurieren, als Vertreter einer Lebensform, die "als Einheit des
kunstlerischen Stiles in alien Lebensausserungen" zu erkennen ist. Indem
Plutarch hier gegen Deutschland steht, kommt er in eine zentrale Position
des nietzscheschen Friihdenkens hinein. Denn das kulturelle Schicksal
Deutschlands ist nicht nur das Anliegen der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen
—
bereits die Geburt der Tragodie war im Hinblick auf die deutsche Kultur
geschrieben, wie das Vorwort an Richard Wagner zeigt; weitere, nicht
veroffentlichte Schriften aus dieser Zeit, die sich im NachlaB fanden,
bestatigen die Zentralitat dieser Aufgabenstellung fiir den jungen Nietzsche.
"Ob ein neuer Plutarch auch nur moglich ware," fragt er in der Notiz,
die wir besprechen, und gibt dem Griechen somit andeutungsweise die
Position eines Kulturschopfers, eines Mannes also, der die Theorie der
Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen in Erziehungspraxis umsetzen konnte. Leider aber
kennt man ihn nicht.
Wie Montaigne Plutarch einschatzte, wird Nietzsche in seiner Dritten
UnzeitgemaBen mitteilen; wir werden sofort darauf eingehen. Fassen wir
aber zuvor zusammen, wofiir und wogegen die Idee "Plutarch" im Friihwerk
Nietzsches steht.
Plutarch steht im Friihwerk/ur eine gegen die Tyrannei des Faktischen
gerichtete, auf einem Glauben (Wahn) an das Heldische und einem EntschluB
zum Heldischen gegriindete Kultur, die sich zudem in einer gewoUten,
kontrollierten Sittlichkeit auspragt, und gegen den Geist wissenschaftlicher,
speziell historischer Analyse sowie gegen den Geist "naturalistischer
Sittlichkeit"—Tendenzen, die Nietzsche im Deutschland seiner Zeit als
verhangnisvoll empfindet.
112
"Unbekanntschaft mit Plutarch. Montaigne iiber ihn . . .," begann die
zuletzt besprochene Notiz. Durch die Verbindung mit Montaigne tritt fiir
einen Moment Plutarch als Autor der Moralia ins Bild—aber das Interesse
wendet sich sofort wieder dem Biographen zu: dies sieht man bereits an dem
Verweis auf Smiles.
Emeut mit Montaigne zusammen, nun aber in einem Kontext, der mit
Biographien nichts zu schaffen hat, erscheint Plutarch in der Dritten
UnzeitgemaBen. Diese, publiziert im Herbst 1874, betrifft den
514 lUinois Classical Studies Xni.2
Philosophen, der die Epoche beherrscht, den Nietzsche friih trifft, mit dem er
sich durchgehend auseinandersetzt, und von dem er nur schwer und sicher
nicht in jeder Hinsicht loskommt.
"Ich weiss nur noch einen Schriftsteller," sagt er, "den ich in Betreff der
Ehrlichkeit Schopenhauer gleich, ja noch hOher stelle: das ist Montaigne.
Dass ein solcher Mensch geschrieben hat, dadurch ist wahrlich die Lust auf
dieser Erde zu leben vermehrt worden. Mir wenigstens geht es seit dem
Bekanntwerden mit dieser freiesten und kraftigsten Seele so, dass ich sagen
muss, was er von Plutarch sagt: 'kaum habe ich einen Blick auf ihn
geworfen, so ist mir ein Bein oder ein Flilgel gewachsen.' Mit ihm wtlrde
ich es halten, wenn die Aufgabe gestellt ware, es sich auf der Erde heimisch
zu machen.—"^^
Das indirekte Lob Plutarchs ergibt sich zufdllig; was gesagt ist, auch
iiber Plutarch, gilt Montaigne. Interessant ist die Stelle fiir uns, weil
Plutarch, wie gesagt, somit kurz als Verfasser der Moralia auftritt. 1873
hatte Nietzsche sich 10 Kapitelthemen zu einer Schrift "Der Philosoph"
notiert; davon lautet die vierte: "Die Popularphilosophie (Plutarch,
Montaigne)."^ Im Mittelwerk treten noch zwei allgemeine Bemerkungen zu
Plutarch als Verfasser der Moralia hinzu—das ist dann alles zu diesem
Thema. Die beiden Bemerkungen sind: "Aber eingestehen muss man es
sich, dass unsere Zeit arm ist an grossen Moralisten, dass Pascal, Epictet,
Seneca, Plutarch wenig noch gelesen werden . . ."'^ und ein Hinweis auf das
Bild vom Aberglaubischen in Plutarchs diesem Typus gewidmeter Schrift.^^
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Bereits im Friihwerk hat Nietzsche sich von dem Vorurteil, sogar ein
"abgeblaBter Epigone" wie Plutarch habe noch griechische Instinkte, gelost;
Plutarch—er selbst, ohne kommentierende ErlSuterung—erscheint in der
Folge gelegentlich dort, wo es um Leitbilder von KulturschOpfern geht.
Dies aber, die Schaffung einer Kultur, d.h. einer "Einheit des kiinstlerischen
Stiles in alien Lebensausserungen eines Volkes" ist ein zentrales Thema des
Friihwerks seit der "Geburt der TragOdie." Obwohl die mit Plutarch
verbundene Idee fiir den friihen Nietzsche zentral ist, gelingt es Plutarch aber
nicht, uber den Rang eines bloBen Beispiels hinauszukommen. Er wird bei
Wege erwahnt, er ist, wo es Nietzsche emst ist, nicht vergessen: das ist es,
was sich gezeigt hat. Immerhin ist bereits das eine in der deutschen Kultur
einmalige Position fiir Plutarch.
Mit der Schrift "Menschliches, Allzumenschliches" beginnt eine neue
Phase im Denken Nietzsches. Von jetzt an schreibt er aphoristisch, wenn
^UBin2,KGWini.344.
23KGWin4,331.
^ MA I 282; vgl. die Vorstufen KGW IV 4, 21 1.
"M77.
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auch der ErOrterungsstil immer noch durchbricht. Aus dem Rufer nach einer
neuen Kultur ist ein Denker geworden, der einer Kultur, wie sie zuvor
gedacht war, eher schaden muB: u.a. ein Nierenpriifer, ein Psychologe also,
und Nietzsche weiB urn die Gefahr. Die Passagen, wo er von Plutarch
spricht, weisen auf dies sein Wissen hin und fiihren so wiederum in das Herz
seines im Umbruch befindlichen Denkens; Plutarch ist auch hier nicht
vergessen—und das ist auch hier wieder alles.
Wie weit liegt die Schrift iiber Nutzen und Nachteil der Historie fiir das
Leben zuriick, wenn Nietzsche das zweite Hauptstiick seines neuen Buches
"Zur Geschichte der moralischen Empfindungen" nennen kann! Im zweiten
Aphorismus dieses zweiten Hauptstucks,^* das die Uberschrift "Einwand"
trSgt, schreibt Nietzsche:
".
. . Oder soUte es gegen jenen Satz, dass die psychologische Beobachtung
zu den Reiz-, Heil- und Erleichterungsmitteln des Daseins gehore, eine
Gegenrechniing geben? Sollte man sich genug von den unangenehmen
Folgen dieser Kunst Uberzeugt haben, um jetzt mit Absichtlichkeit den
Blick der sich Bildenden von ihr abzulenken? In der That, ein gewisser
blinder Glaube an die GUte der menschlichen Natur, ein eingepflanzter
Widerwille vor der Zerlegung menschlicher Handlungen, eine Art
Schamhaftigkeit in Hinsicht auf die Nacktheit der Seele mdgen wirklich filr
das gesammte GlUck eines Menschen wilnschenswerthere Dinge sein, als
jene, in einzelnen Fallen hilfreiche Eigenschaft der psychologischen
Scharfsichtigkeit; und vielleicht hat der Glaube an das Gute, an tugendhafte
Menschen und Handlungen, an eine Fillle des unpersonlichen Wohlwollens
in der Welt die Menschen besser gemacht, insofem er dieselben weniger
misstrauisch machte. Wenn man die Helden Plutarch's mit Begeisterung
nachahmt, und eine Abscheu davor empfindet, den Motiven ihres Handelns
anzweifelnd nachzuspiiren, so hat zwar nicht die Wahrheit, aber die
Wohlfahrt der menschlichen Gesellschaft ihren Nutzen dabei: der
psychologische Irrthum und iiberhaupt die Dumpfheit auf diesem Gebiete
hilft der Menschheit vorwarts, wahrend die Erkenntniss der Wahrheit
vielleicht durch die anregende Kraft einer Hypolhese mehr gewinnt, wie sie
La Rochefoucauld der ersten Ausgabe seiner 'Sentences et maximes
morales' vorangestellt hat: 'Ce que le monde nomme vertu n'est d'ordinaire
qu'un fantome form6 par nos passions, a qui on donne un nom honnete
pour faire impun6ment ce qu'on veuL ' La Rochefoucauld und jene anderen
franzosischen Meister der Seelenpriifung (denen sich neuerdings auch ein
Deutscher, der Verfasser der 'Psychologischen Beobachtungen' zugesellt
hat) gleichen scharf zielenden Schiitzen, welche immer und immer wieder
in's Schwarze treffen,—aber in's Schwarze der menschlichen Natur. Ihr
Geschick erregt Staunen, aber endUch verwtinscht ein Zuschauer, der nicht
vom Geiste der Wissenschaft, sondem der Menschenfreundlichkeit geleitet
wird, eine Kunst, welche den Sinn der Verkleinerung und Verdachtigung in
die Seelen der Menschen zu pflanzen scheint."
^MAI36.
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Nietzsches Fragestellung hat sich also seit der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen sehr
gewandelt, seine Wertung ist wenigstens offener geworden; auch Plutarch
steht anders da.
Wenden wir uns zunSchst dem Unterschied der Fragestellung hier und in
der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen zu. Dort ging es urn die in Ernst und Strenge
zu vollziehende Formung des GroBen; Gegner war die Bildung oder genauer
die historisch-analytische Uberbildung. In "Menschliches,
Allzumenschliches" blickt Nietzsche dagegen eben aus der Perspektive des
Gebildeten, und er empfiehlt ihm eine Wissenschaft, die im Sinne der Ziele
der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen als noch weit zersetzender angesehen werden
muB als die mit viel groberem Material umgehende Historie: die
Psychologie. Die Psychologie wird aber empfohlen, weil man sich durch
sie "die Last des Lebens erleichtem kOnne," weil sie die Chance bietet, daB
man sich, wenn man sich ihr widmet, "ein Wenig wohler fuhlt."^'' Wen
besser als den Verfasser der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen beschreibt Nietzsche
mit dem Satz "Sollte man sich genug von den unangenehmen Folgen dieser
Kunst (sc. der Psychologie) iiberzeugt haben, um jetzt mit Absichtlichkeit
den Blick der sich Bildenden von ihr abzulenken?"?
Dann der Unterschied der Werte. Die psychologische Blindheit, a
fortiori in der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen in der Idee des die Kultur bedingenden
Wahns mitgemeint, ist in "Menschliches, Allzumenschliches" durchaus kein
Gut an sich mehr, sondem muB sich mit einer hypothetischen und relativcn
Wertschatzung begniignen— : sie mag wunschenswerter sein im Hinblick
auf das Gluck des Menschen, sie hat vielleichi die Menschen besser
gemacht. Es gibt also Perspektiven, die die psychologische Blindheit
empfehlen konnen—das ist der Tenor hier. Wahrheit hingegen ist der
anerkannte Wert, von ihm geht Nietzsche aus. Er argumentiert ja etwa so:
Nehme man als Ziel einmal nicht die Wahrheit, sondem die Wohlfahrt der
menschlichen Gesellschaft an, lasse man es einmal darum gehen, die
Menschlichkeit, nicht die Wissenschaftlichkeit vorwartszubringen: dann,
unter dieser Konzession, hat die "Dumpfheit" auf psychologischem Gebiet
ihre Bedeutung. Gegen Ende scheint die Wertung wieder der der Zweiten
UnzeitgemaBen ahnlicher; die Psychologie konne unter einer gewissen
Bedingung verwunscht werden, heiBt es, aber diese Bcdingung ist sehr
speziell: derjenige, der die Psychologie verwunscht, muB vom Geist der
Menschenfreundlichkeit, nicht von dem der Wissenschaft gelenkt sein—und
auch dann laBt der Philosoph sich im Hinblick auf die Psychologie nur
herbei zu sagen, daB sie, die der Menschenfreund verwunscht, den "Sinn der
Verkleinerung und Verdachtigung in die Seelen der Menschen zu pflanzen
scheint." Als sei aber bereits das ein zu groBes Entgegenkommen, lautet die
Uberschrift des nachsten Aphorismus "Trotzdem"—und Nietzsche schreibt:
"Wie es sich nun mit Rechnung und Gegenrechnung verhalte: in dem
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gegenwartigen Zustande einer bestimmten einzelnen Wissenschaft ist die
Auferweckung der moralischen Beobachtung nOthig geworden, und der
grausame Anblick des psychologischen Secirtisches und seiner Messer und
Zangen kann der Menschheit nicht erspart bleiben."^*
Plutarch steht in dem Aphorismus als Biograph, der seine Helden nicht
analysiert; diese nicht-analysierten Helden mit Begeisterung nachzuahmen,
sagt Nietzsche, habe gewisse Auswirkungen.^' Damit ist Plutarch also der
Reprasentant der "Schamhaftigkeit in Hinsicht auf die Nacktheit der Seele";
Nietzsche hStte die Einleitung der Kimonvita erwahnen konnen, obwohl sie
natiirlich nicht direkt auf seine Frage eingeht und das aus
geistesgeschichtlichen Griinden auch noch nicht kann (es gab in der Antike
ja keine Wissenschaft der Psychologic im modemen Sinne dieses Terminus,
wie Nietzsche selbst in MA I 37 sagt); nichtsdestoweniger ist ihre Aussage
ahnlich. Die Vertreter der Gegenseite, des Wertes "Wahrheit," sind La
Rochefoucauld und Nietzsches Freund Paul Ree, der nicht namentlich
genannte Verfasser der "Psychologischen Beobachtungen."
Die Helden Plutarchs werden sodann von Nietzsche, wenn auch indirekt,
so doch nicht undeutlich, fiir das Seziermesser der Psychologen freigegeben,
vor allem nach dem "Trotzdem" der Nr. 37. KurzgefaBt sagt Nietzsche
namlich, "die Wohlfahrt der menschlichen Gesellschaft" profitiere davon, daB
man—u.a.—Plutarchs Helden nicht "anzweifelnd" analysiert—aber wie dem
auch sei: es musse analysiert werden. Vom hedonischen Satz MA I 35,
wonach es SpaB macht zu psychologisieren, ist Nietzsche nun zu dem
emsteren Satz gekommen, daB die Psychologic, die Analyse der moralischen
Empfindungen insbesondere, "nothig geworden" sei, "der Menschheit nicht
erspart bleiben" konne.
Auf dem Wege zu der jetzt erreichten Position in der Frage
"Wissenschaft oder Atmosphare?" ist eine Notiz aus der Zeit von Ende 1876
bis Sommer 1877 ("Menschliches, Allzumenschliches" erscheint April/Mai
1878). Trotz aller Kongruenz im Wortlaut ist ihr Geist noch anders, d.h.
naher an der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen. Plutarchs Position ist indessen schon
dieselbe wie an der spateren Stelle. Nietzsche schreibt:
"Nicht nur der Glaube an Gott, auch der Glaube an tugendhafte Menschen,
Handlungen, die Schatzung 'unegoistischer' Triebe, also auch Irrthtlmer auf
psychologischem Gebiet haben der Menschheit vorwarts geholfen. Es ist
ein groBer Unterschied, ob einer die Helden Plutarchs mit Begeisterung
nachahmt oder anzweifelnd analysirt. Der Glaube an das Gute hat die
Menschen besser gemacht: wie eine Oberzeugung vom Gegentheil die
Menschen schwacher miBtrauischer usw. macht. Dies ist die Wirkung von
La Rochefoucauld und vom Verfasser der psychologischen Beobachtungen:
diese scharfzielenden Schtitzen treffen immer ins Schwarze, aber im
MA 1 37.
Vgl. dazu die Notiz von 1871, unten S. 31.
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Interesse der menschlichen Wohlfahrt mOchte man wiinschen, daB sie nicht
diesen Sinn der Verkleinerung und Verdachtigung hatten."^"
Nietzsche zeigt sich, wie gesagt, der Zweiten UnzeitgemaBen gegeniiber
noch nicht in detn MaBe gewandelt, wie er in "Menschliches,
Allzumenschliches" auftritt. Er spricht vom Nutzen des bloBen, nicht-
analysierenden Glaubens und vom Nutzen des Irrtums auf psychologischem
Gebiet. Dieser Irrtum steht dem anzweifelnden Analysieren gegenuber, das
aber durchaus noch nicht empfohlen wird. Glaube und Intum haben der
Menschheit vorwarts geholfen, sie besser gemacht—der ganze Abschnitt ist
ausschlieBlich an dem Wert der "menschlichen Wohlfahrt" orientiert. Das
ist allerdings nicht mehr der Wert "Kultur"—hier spricht nicht mehr der
kunstlerische Weltenbauer, sondem der pragmatische Mediziner, aber nach
wie vor der praktische Besserer, noch nicht der Anwalt der Wissenschaft sans
phrase. Der Wert "Wahrheit," "Wissenschaft" fehlt vOllig; entsprechend
findet sich keine Relativierung der Werte "Vorwartshelfen," "Wohlfahrt"
—
kein "vielleicht," das die Leistung des Irrtums zur Erreichung dieser Ziele
dem Zweifel anheimgabe. Im Gegenteil: Wo in "Menschliches,
Allzumenschliches" der Wert "Wahrheit," "Wissenschaft" steht, lesen wir
hier noch, daB "eine Uberzeugung vom Gegenteil (sc. davon, daB der Mensch
so gut nicht sei) die Menschen schwacher, miBtrauischer usw." macht.
Gerade das Wort "schwacher" verbindet unseren Text mit der Zweiten
UnzeitgemaBen. "MiBtrauisch" ist— als Ausdruck fiir die Wirkung von
(wissenschaftlicher) Analyse—hier gesagt, um zur Ablehnung von
Wissenschaft zu fuhren: man vergleiche die harmlose Verwendung des
Wortes im spateren Text!
Wie in "Menschliches, Allzumenschliches" ist Plutarch in der
NachlaBnotiz Antipode La Rochefoucaulds und Paul R6es; wie dort haben
Plutarchs Biographien ihren Wert unter der Perspektive der "Wohlfahrt der
menschlichen Gesellschaft," eines Zieles, das hier aber noch nicht relativiert
ist. Und wird Plutarch in "Menschliches, Allzumenschliches" dem
wissenschaftiichen Sezieren anempfohlen, so ist die anzweifelnde Analyse
seiner Helden in der NachlaBnotiz noch verdachtig gemacht: die
Psychologen sind zwar treffsichere Schutzen, "aber im Sinne der (hier als
Wert nicht hinterfragten) menschlichen Wohlfahrt mOchte man wunschen,
daB sie nicht diesen Sinn der Verkleinerung und Verdachtigung hatten"
(Hervorhebung von mir)—sie haben ihn aber, und damit gerat auch das
treffsichere SchieBen in MiBkredit.
—
Plutarch wird ein weiteres Mai in der Schrift "Der Wanderer und sein
Schatten" erwahnt, die zuerst 1879/80 als Nachtrag zu "Menschliches,
Allzumenschliches" gesondert erschien und spater, 1886, als 2. Teil des 2.
Bandes dem bereits verOffentlichten, zum ersten Band gewordenen Buch
3''KGWrV2,514.
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angefiigt wurde. Im Aphorismus Nr. 20 von "Der Wanderer und sein
Schatten" heiBt es:
"Nicht zu verwechseln.—Die Moralisten, welche die grossartige, machtige,
aufopfemde Denkweise, etwa bei den Helden Plutarch's, oder den reinen,
erleuchteten, warmeleitenden Seelenzustand der eigentlich guten Manner und
Frauen, als schwere Probleme der Erkenntniss behandeln und der Herkunft
derselben nachspOren, indem sie das Complicirte in der anscheinenden
Einfachheit aufzeigen und das Auge auf die Verflechtung der Motive, auf die
eingewobenen zarten Begriffs—^Tauschungen und die von Alters her
vererbten, langsam gesteigerten Einzel- und Gruppenempfindungen
richten,—diese Moralisten sind am meisten gerade von denen verschieden,
mit denen sie doch am meisten verwechselt werden: von den kleinlichen
Geistem, die an jene Denkwiese und Seelenzust§nde Uberhaupt nicht
glauben und ihre eigne Armseligkeit hinter dem Glanze von Grosse und
Reinheit versteckt wahnen. Die Moralisten sagen: 'hier sind Probleme,'
und die Erbarmlichen sagen: 'hier sind Betrtlger und Betrtlgereien'; sie
leugnen also die Existenz gerade dessen, was jene zu erkldren beflissen
sind."3i
Die Psychologie sei ein "Kunst, welche den Sinn der Verkleinerung und
VerdSchtigung in die Seelen der Menschen zu pflanzen scheint," hatte
Nietzsche im ersten Buch noch gesagt. Jetzt erfdhrt der Leser, dafi der
Schein trugt. Die gemeinten Psychologen—nun "Moralisten" genannt
—
woUen erkldren: man verwechselt sie mit den Verkleinerem, Menschen, die
an erhabene Charaktere nicht glauben kOnnen, Erbarmlichen. UnmOglich,
daB so von La Rochefoucauld und Paul R6e gesprochen wird.
Dem alteren Aphorismus gegeniiber hat sich geandert, daB Plutarchs
Biographien nun selbstverstandlich (ohne ein mutiges "Trotzdem") Feld
psychologischer Analyse geworden sind. Es ist nicht gesagt, daB man
Plutarch nicht auch anders lesen darf; aber der Leser findet nun auf der einen
Seite die wissenschaftliche Analyse, auf der anderen Seite das bOswillige
Verkleinem des GroBen, und so bleibt es nicht aus, daB er sich auf die Seite
der Analytiker stelle, ohne sich jetzt noch an jenen dritten, den
nichtwissenschaftlichen Zugang zu den Helden Plutarchs zu erinnem. Wenn
die Denkweise u.a. dieser Helden als "groBartig," "machtig" und "aufopfemd"
bezeichnet ist, so ist das zwar erstmalig so gesagt, aber neu ist es doch
nicht, denn daB die Helden so denken, schwang bisher stets mit, wenn von
ihnen die Rede war, oder besser: diese allgemeine Charakterisierung ist alles
andere als iiberraschend.^^ Plutarch tritt im ubrigen noch weiter zuriick als
in dem alteren Stuck: Er erscheint gerade noch als Verfasser von
Heldenbiographien, vorher durch "etwa" als in der Art eines Apergus
eingefiihrtes Beispiel gekennzeichnet, nachher durch das mit "oder" angefugte
weitere Beispiel noch mehr relativiert. Er ist hier nicht in irgendeiner Weise
^' KGW IV 3, 192.
'^ Vgl. die Notiz von 1871. unien S. 31.
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als geistesgeschichllich bedeutsam ins Auge gefaBt, nicht einmal wie
zuvor—^als nicht-analysierender Biograph.
Im Mittelwerk verfliichtigt sich das Bild von Plutarch als einem Mann
der Partei, der auch Nietzsche angehdrt. Das friihe, nicht verOffentlichte
Stiick ist in dieser Hinsicht noch dem Friihwerk verwandt; aber wo das dort
notierte Material fiir die Publikation zubereitet wird, wird Plutarchs
Biographiensammlung zu einem Werk, das man so oder so lesen kann, je
nach dem Ziel (Wohlfahrt oder Wahrheit), an dem dem Leser liegt. Plutarch
ist also nicht mehr Kampfgefahrte, sondern jetzt literarischer Fall, dem
Zugriff von verschiedenen Seiten und mit verschiedenen Methoden offen,
und Nietzsche selbst hat klare Praferenzen.
114
In einer NachlaBnotiz vom Herbst 1887 tritt Plutarch wieder als
Kampfgefahrte Nietzsches auf; allerdings ist der Gegner jetzt ein anderer
—
und somit steht Plutarch auch fur etwas anderes. Die Notiz lautet:
"Krieg gegen das christliche Ideal, gegen die Lehre von der 'Seligkeit' und
dem Heil als Ziel des Lebens, gegen die Suprematie der Einfaltigen, der
reinen Herzen, der Leidenden und MiBglUckten usw.(—was geht uns Gott,
der Glaube an Gott noch an! 'Gott' heute bloB ein verblichenes Wort,
nicht einmal mehr ein Begriff!) Aber, wie Voltaire auf dem Sterbebette
sagen: 'reden Sie mir nicht von dem Menschen da!
'
Wann und wo hat je ein Mensch, der in Betracht kommt, jenem
christlichen Ideal ahnlich gesehen? Wenigstens fiir solche Augen, wie sie
ein Psycholog imd Nierenpriifer haben muB!—man blattere alle Helden
eines Plutarch durch."^^
In dem Herbst, in dem Nietzsche diese Notiz zu Papier bringt, erscheint sein
Werk "Zur Genealogie der Moral." Im darauffolgenden Jahr wird er die
Schrift "Der Antichrist. Fluch auf das Christentum" fertigstellen. Die
Erstveroffentlichung erfolgte erst 1895.
Es bietet sich eine groBe Zahl von "Parallelstellen" zu den Satzen des
ersten Teils der Notiz an, fuhren sie doch direkt zum Hauptanliegen des
spaten Nietzsche, der "Umwertung aller Werte." Um diese enge Verbindung
der Notiz zum Kern von Nietzsches spStem Denken zu dokumentieren,
sollen die Gedanken und typischen Ausdriicke in Nietzsches Spatwerk kurz
"belegt" werden.
'^ KGW Vni 2, 10. Viel fruher eine Noliz, die dies und bereits Behandeltes verbindet. In
einem Brief von 1880 (KGBr m 1, 50) empfiehlt Nietzsche dem Adressaten (F. Overbeck) als
Heilmittel gegen ein beigelegles "echt-idealislisches Buchlein," geschrieben aus dem "jetzigen
'deutschen Geiste,'" die Lekliire von "Plutarchs Leben des Bnitus und des Dion." Es geht
Nietzsche hier wohl um die Idee "Bnitus"; in einer Notiz vom Herbst 1881, KGW V 2, 540
sowie mit Emphase FWi 98 (erschienen 1882) wird diese Idee vorgetragen.
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Vom Krieg gegen das Christentum, das seinerseits einen "Todkrieg
gegen diesen hoheren Typus Mensch gemacht (hat),"^ spricht Nietzsche in
dieser oder jener Form auch sonst; so macht er dem "Theologen-Instinkte .
.
. Krieg . . . er ist die verbreitetste, die eigentlich unterirdische Form der
Falschheit, die es auf Erden giebt."^^ Nietzsches Erlauterung zum Ausdruck
"ciiristliches Ideal" gilt exempli gratia: sie fallt kurz aus und konzentriert
sich auf einen Aspekt des "Sklavenaufstands der Moral," dessen Wesen darin
besteht, daB das "Ressentiment selbst schOpferisch wird und Werthe
gebiert."^^ "Seligkeit" und "Heil" sind Unwerte, weil sie ein "passivisches"
Gluck reprSsentieren^^ (wahrend der Starke und Wohlgeratene "das Thatigsein
. . . mit Nothwendigkeit in's Gluck hineinrechnet").^* Zur "Suprematie der
Einfaltigen, der reinen Herzen" gibt es eine ahnliche NachlaBnotiz aus etwa
der Zeit, der auch unser Stuck entstammt: "Ehren wir dergestalt die Blinden,
die Vertrauenden, die Einfachen, die Friedlichen, die Esel, schiitzen wir und
vertheidigen wir sie vor uns selbst alle diese arglosen fraglosen kuhwarmen
Milchherzen . . .";3' vorher, nur durch eine weitere Notiz getrennt, hatte
Nietzsche sich die Kritik des "christUchen Ideals der Armuth, der Keuschheit,
der Demuth . . ." vorgenommcn;"" in der Notiz davor begann Nietzsche mit
einer Bemerkung iiber Wagners Parsifal.'*' Seine Gedanken uber den "reinen
Thor" Parsifal—von dessen Eigenschaften ihn am meisten die Keuschheit
beschaftigt, die aber von Einfaitigkeit und "reinem Herzen" auch nicht ganz
zu trennen ist—und iiber die Verwandtschaft Jesu mit dem
Dostojewskijschen Typ des Idioten gehOren im weiteren Sinne noch
hierhin.'*^ "Die Leidenden und MiUgliickten" sind sonst auch "die
Schlechtweggekommenen," "die OhnmSchtigen," "Sclaven" usw. genannt;''^
zu ihrer Suprematie im Christentum SuBert Nietzsche sich oft.**
Die Verbindung der Aussage iiber die christlichen Ideale und der
folgenden iiber Gott wird sich aus dem Kommentar zu dritten Bemerkung
Nietzsches, derjenigen iiber Voltaire, ergeben. ZunSchst aber zu der
Parenthese iiber Gott.
Sie ist so locker angefiigt, daB ihr Zusammenhang mit dem
Vorhergehenden an sich kaum einleuchtet. Der Leser, der nur diese Notiz
vor Augen hat und in seiner Lektiire bis hierhin gekommen ist, diirfte statt
'^AS. Zum Thema "Krieg" vgl. W. Kaufmann, Nietzsche. (Princeton* 1974). Deutsch von
J. Salaquarda (Damstadt 1982) 450 ff.
'5 A 9.
^ J 195. vgl. GM 7 ff.
" GM 10, KGW VI 2, 284.
'« ib. 286.
'' KGW Vni 1.204.
^ ib. 203.
" ib. 202.
«KGW Vm 3. 203 mit A 5. auch FWa 5. A 45.
*' J 9. Hauptstuck. passim; GM passim; A passim.
" Z.B. A 5.
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einer Aussage iiber Gott im allgemeinen, wie er sie vorfindet, eher etwas
iiber den Christengott im besonderen erwarten, z.B. "Wenn man uns diesen
Gott der Christen (d. h. den Reprasentanten, Garanten und Schiitzer jenes
von Nietzsche abgelehnten Ideals) bewiese, wir wiirden ihn noch weniger zu
glauben wissen,'"*^ eben weil er, als der Gott, der er ist, als Gott dieses
Ideals, so "erbarmungswiirdig," "absurd," "schadlich" ist."*^ Aber so steht es
nicht in unserer Notiz. Nietzsche geht von seiner Attacke auf das speziell-
christliche Ideal auf den allgemeinen Gottesbegriff iiber. Vielleicht, so mag
sich der Leser denken, hat er ein a-fortiori-Argument im Sinn: Krieg gegen
das christliche Ideal, denn schlieBlich ist Gott iiberhaupt weggefallen und
damit implizit der christliche Gott als Reprasentant, Garant und Schiitzer
dieses besonderen Ideals. DaB Nietzsche in Verbindung mit einem Gedanken
an Ideale und Ziele vom Wegfall Gottes spricht, erinnert den Leser auch an
ein Stiick der GOtzen-Dammerung, zu deren Gedankenkreis auch der Inhalt
der Parenthese gehOren konnte. Nietzsche rechnet dort namlich am Ende
seines Abschnitts "Die vier groBen Irrthiimer" mit der Vorstellung von
Zwecken, Idealen, Zielen ab:
"(Der Mensch) ist nicht die Folge einer eignen Absicht, eines Willens,
eines Zwecks, mit ihm wird nicht der Versuch gemacht, ein 'Ideal von
Mensch' oder ein 'Ideal von GlUck' oder ein 'Ideal von Moralitat' zu
erreichen (. . .) Wir haben den Begriff 'Zweck' erfunden: in der Realitat
fehlt der Zweck . . . Man ist nothwendig, man ist ein Stiick Verhangniss,
man gehort zum Ganzen, man ist im Ganzen (. . .) Aber es giebt Nichts
ausser dem Ganzen]—Dass Niemand mehr verantwortlich gemacht wird,
dass die Art des Seins nicht auf eine causa prima zuriickgefuhrt werden darf
(. . .)—damit erst ist die Unschuld des Werdens wieder hergestellt . . . Der
Begriff 'Gott' war bisher der grosste Einwand gegen das Dasein . . . Wir
leugnen Gott, wir le
erlosen wir die Welt."
Die plausibelste Assoziationsfolge ergibt sich aber, wie gesagt, im
Zusammenhang mit der Kommentierung der Anekdote uber Voltaire.
Wenden wir uns jedoch zuerst dem Inhalt der Parenthese zu.
"Was geht uns Gott, der Glaube an Gott noch an!" Natiirlich nichts,
denn Gott ist tot."* "'Gott' heute bloB ein verblichenes Wort, nicht einmal
mehr ein Begriff: Ein Theologenbegriff, ein Begriff fiir Philosophen ist
"Gott" sicherlich noch; aber die freien Geister sind mit dieser Theologie und
mit dieser Philosophie fertig geworden—Theologen und Philosophen, so hat
sich gezeigt, sind der Sprache aufgesessen, der Grammatik, also einer
Volksmetaphysik,'" und wenn wir, d. h. die Menschcn unseres
«A47.
-^ib.
'''KGWVI3,90f.
^ FWi 125 U.6.
"' FWi 354, KGW V 2. 275; vgl. J 20 u.6.
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Kultumiveaus, Gott noch nicht definitiv losgeworden sind, so liegt das bloB
daran, "well wir noch an die 'Grammatik' glauben."'" Wer das nicht mehr
tut, dem ist Gott nur noch ein Wort aus einer vergangenen Periode des
Denkens, wie "Wille," "Ich," "That" usw.^' Aber auch die "Naturgeschichte
der Moral" und die Kritik der Kausalitat^^ haben Gott als Schemen erwiesen.
Die Voltaireanekdote, urn die es uns jetzt gehen soil, steht anderswo im
NachlaB ausfuhrlicher. Nietzsche schreibt
"Man belastigte, wie bekannt, Voltaire noch in seinen letzten
Augenblicken: 'glauben Sie an die Gottheit Christi?' fragte ihn sein Cur6;
und nicht zufrieden damit, daB Voltaire ihn bedeutete, er wolle in Ruhe
gelassen werden, wiederholte er seine Frage. Da liberkam den Sterbenden
sein letzter Ingrimm: wtithend stieB er den unbefugten Frager zurilck: 'au
nom du dieu!—^rief er ihm ins Gesicht—ne me parlez pas de cet-homme-
la!'—unsterbliche letzte Worte, in denen alles zusammengefaBt ist,
wogegen dieser tapferste Geist gekampft hatte.
—
Voltaire urtheilte: 'es ist nichts Gbttliches an diesem Juden von
Nazareth': so urtheilte aus ihm der klassische Geschmack.
Der klassische Geschmack und der christUche Geschmack setzen den
Begriff 'gottlich' grundverschieden an; und wer den ersteren im Leibe hat,
der kaim nicht anders als das Christenthum als foeda <superstitio> und das
christUche Ideal als eine Carikatur und HerabwUrdigung des Gottlichen zu
empf<inden>."'^
Die inhaltliche Verwandtschaft der Voltaireanekdote mit der uns
beschaftigenden Notiz fallt auf. Die Anekdote ist allerdings schlichter, und
sie ist geschlossener aufgebaut. Mit den zwei Worten "Gottheit Christi"
sind die beiden antithetisch einander gegenubergestellten Themen genannt:
Hier "Gottlichkeit" im fiir Nietzsche und Voltaire einzig geltenden
"klassischen Geschmack," dort die in Jesus von Nazareth verkOrperte
christliche Vorstellung von Gottlichkeit, die Nietzsche und Voltaire mit
Verachtung zuriickweisen. In der uns beschaftigenden NachlaBnotiz von
1887 treten das christliche Ideal und das klassische So-Sein in der Weise
einander gegenuber wie in der Voltaireanekdote die klassische und die
christliche Vorstellung von Gottlichkeit einander gegeniibertreten: der
zitierte Satz Voltaires denunziert Jesus dort ja nicht als Schein- und
Nichtgott, sondern zunachst als das Paradigma des christlichen Ideals. An
seine Gottheit ist hier, so kann es scheinen, nicht gedacht. Vielleicht ist
aber doch daran gedacht. Die Parenthese iiber das Wort "Gott" hat ja in der
Voltaireanekdote iiberhaupt keine Parallele; immerhin aber war das Thema
dort "Gottheit" und "GOtthchkeit" Christi—und so verbietet sich wohl die
Vermutung nicht, daB die Assoziationsfolge unserer Notiz von der vielleicht
5° GD: Die Veraunft in der PhUosophie 5. KGW VI 3, 72.
5' J 17, 19 U.6.
"A 47, GD: Die vier groCen Imhumer 4-8, KGW VI 3, 86-89.
''Vni2,286.
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zwar erst spater notierten, aber Nietzsche doch wohl schon langst bekannten
Voltaireanekdote abhangt, d.h. daB der zitierte Satz Voltaires der Schlussel
zur gesamten Assoziationsfolge der Notiz sein kOnnte. 1st das richtig, ware
die auffallend allgemeine und somit den Zusammenhang scheinbar
sprengende Parenthese etwas leichter in dem Gedankengang unterzubringen.
Dem beschriebenen christlichen Ideal, so Nietzsche, sieht kein Mensch
ahnlich, "der in Betracht kommt." (Jesus, der das christliche Ideal direkt
verkorpert, kommt also nicht in Betracht.)
An einer anderen Stelle hat Nietzsche die Zensur ". . . kommt in
Betracht" in weiterem Sinn verwendet. "Schopenhauer, der letzte Deutsche,
der in Betracht kommt . . .," beginnt ein Aphorismus der Gdtzen-
Dammerung^"—aber Schopenhauer ist, wie er hier erscheint, ausdriicklich
als Erbe des Christentums bezeichnet und attackiert. Schopenhauer habe
"die Kunst, den Heroismus, das Genie, die Schonheit, das grosse Mitgefiihl,
die Erkenntniss, den Willen zur Wahrheit, die Tragodie" als Formen der
Verneinung des Willens zum Leben verstanden. Insofern sei er wie das
Christentum der psychologischen Falschmiinzerei schuldig; er heiBe zwar all
jene "Cultur-Thatsachen," die das Christentum ablehne, gut, aber in einem
"christlichen . . . Sinne . . . (nSmlich als Wege zur Erlosung . . .)." Zu
Anfang des Abschnitts scheint die Wertung "der in Betracht kommt"
geradezu durch eine andere erklSrt zu warden: Nietzsche fiigt ihr nMmlich in
Klammem hinzu "—der ein europdisches Ereigniss gleich Goethe, glcich
Hegel, gleich Heinrich Heine ist, und nicht bloss ein lokales, ein
'nationales.'"
In der NachlaBnotiz ist der qualifizierende Ausdruck "der in Betracht
kommt" enger gebraucht. Wer in Betracht kommt, sieht dem christlichen
Ideal nicht ahnlich, jedenfalls nicht fiir Forscher, die wie ein "Psycholog und
Nierenprufer" (was Nietzsche seit "Menschliches, Allzumenschliches" ist)
der Herkunft der zum Problem gewordenen "Denkweisen" und
"Seelenzustande" groBer Menschen "nachspuren," indem sie "das
Complicirte in der anscheinenden Einfachheit aufzeigen und das Auge auf die
Verflechtung der Motive, auf die eingewobenen zarten Begriffs-Tauschungen
und die von Alters her vererbten, langsam gesteigerten Einzel- und Gruppen-
Empfindungen richten . . ."^^ Als Beleg fiir seine These, daB kein In-
Betracht-Kommender dem beschriebenen christlichen Ideal ahnlich gesehen
habe, nennt Nietzsche die Vitensammlung Plutarchs ("man blattere alle
Helden eines Plutarch durch").
Diese Helden sind also Nietzsches Ideal naher als der auch in Betracht
kommende "Falschmiinzer" Schopenhauer. Bezog sich der wertende
Ausdruck in der GOtzen-Dammerung nur auf Schopenhauers Grojie (auf das,
wofiir Schopenhauers Idealtypen stehen, kann er sich ja nicht beziehen), so
bezieht er sich hier also auch auf die positiven Weninhalte, fiir die die
** Streifzuge eines UnzeitgemuBen 21, KGW VI 3, 21.
**S. o. S. 518.
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Helden stehen. "Ein Mensch, der in Betracht kommt" diirfte somit in einem
engen Zusammenhang mil den Ausdriicken stehen, mit denen Nietzsche
seinen Idealtyp bezeichnet, also "hOchste Exemplare der Menschheit"^^ oder
"Ubermensch."^^ Nietzsche wird aber nicht direkt den Ubermenschen
meinen, sondem eben jenen Menschen, der sich auf den tibermenschen
zubewegt—den "hoheren Menschen," von denen Zarathustra spricht.
"
'Dir hoheren Menschen,—so blinzelt der Pobel—es giebt keine hoheren
Menschen, wir sind AUe gleich, Mensch ist Mensch, vor Gott—sind wir
Alle gleich!
'
Vor Gott!—^Nun aber starb dieser Gott . .
.
Diese Herm von Heute Oberwindet mir, oh meine Briider,—diese
kleinen Leute: die sind des Obermenschen grosste Gefahr!
Oberwindet mir, ihr hoheren Menschen, die kleinen Tugenden, die
kleinen Klugheiten, die Sandkom-Riicksichten, den Ameisen-Kribbelkram,
das erbarmliche Behagen, das 'Gliick der Meisten! "'^*
Nietzsche meint die, die, wie Zarathustra selbst, eine Briicke zum
Ubermenschen sind.
Uber Ubermenschen selbst spricht Nietzsche in dieser oder jener Weise
an einer Reihe von Stellen vor allem des SpStwerks; besonders einpragsam
sind seine Worte iiber Goethe, iiber dessen Einordnung unter "die hochsten
Exemplare der Menschheit" fiir Nietzsche kein Zweifel besteht. Nietzsche
sagt von Goethe: ". . . er disciplinirte sich zur Ganzheit, er schuf sich. "5*
Davon muB der etwas haben, der als Reprasentant eines Weninhaltes "in
Betracht kommen" will. Und davon haben Plutarchs Helden in der Tat etwas
an sich: und zwar nach Plutarchs Willen. Dies wird u. a. deutlich dadurch,
daB er eine Syzygie iiber schlechte Charaktere schreibt: Demetrius und
Antonius. Beide sind nicht unsympathisch, haben sogar viele Vorziige, aber
sie sind, wie es platonisch heiBen wiirde, titto-o^ eautwv—man findet in
ihrem Handeln keinen Anhaltspunkt fiir das Urteil, daB sie wuBten, was es
heiBt, sich "zur Ganzheit zu disziplinieren," "sich zu schaffen." Irgendwie
sind aber die anderen Helden auf dem Weg dorthin. Es kommt auf die
Statur, das Format, den Stil des Helden wesentlich an. Der Inhalt, der sich
in diesem Stil darzustellen hat, ist zwar nicht beliebig, aber er kann stark
variieren (man denke an Caesar und Brutus, Demosthenes und Phokion,
Nikias und Coriolan). Dies gilt fur Nietzsche*" wie fiir Plutarch.
Unter Plutarchs Helden ist einer, der offenbar fest zur Gruppe der den
Typ des Ubermenschen illustrierenden Beispiele gehOrt: Caesar. Wie auch
im Fall Napoleons war es nicht der erfolgreiche Feldherr, den der Philosoph
'*UBII9,KGWmi,313.
''
SeLt "Zarathustra" (1883 ff.).
'* Z IV, Vom hoheren Menschen 1 und 3, KGW VI 1 , 352 und 354.
5' GD: Streifzuge 49. KGW VI 3. 145.
*" Man denke an das Paradigma Cesarc Borgia, z.B. GD: Streifzuge 37, KGW VI 3, 130.
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in Caesar schatzt, sondem der, der unter Muhen aus sich etwas gemacht
hat."
"Den hochsten Typus freier Menschen hatte man dort zu suchen, wo
bestandig der hochste Widerstand uberwunden wird: fQnf Schritte weit von
der Tyrannei, dicht an der Schwelle der Gefahr der Knechtschaft. Dies ist
psychologisch wahr, wenn man hier unter den 'Tyrannen' unerbittliche und
furchtbare Instinkte begreift, die das Maximum von Autoritat und Zucht
gegen sich herausfordem—schOnster Typus Julius Caesar— . . . ."*^
Nut scheinbar mit Hamilosigkeiten hat es die folgende Notiz zu tun:
"Noch ein Problem der Dial.—Die Mittel, mit denen Julius Caesar sich
gegen Krankhchkeiten und Kopfschmerz vertheidigte: ungeheure Marsche,
einfachste Lebenweise, ununterbrochener Aufenthalt im Freien, bestandige
Strapazen—das sind, in's Grosse gerechnet, die Erhaltungs- und Schutz-
Maassregeln iiberhaupt gegen die extreme Verletzlichkeit jener subtUen und
unter hochstem Druck arbeitenden Maschine, welche Genie heisst.
—
"^^
Hier gibt Nietzsche die Quelle nicht an, aus der er schOpft. Das tut er
aber in einem Brief an den ihn verehrenden Heinrich KOselitz (Pseudonym:
Peter Cast) vom 13. 2. 1888: "Ich fand bei Plutarch, mit welchen Mitteln
sich Casar gegen Kranklichkeit und Kopfschmerz vertheidigte: ungeheure
Marsche, einfache Lebensweise, ununterbrochener Aufenthalt im Freien,
Strapazen . . ."^
Plutarch ist fur Nietzsche ein Lieferant von Beispielen hoheren
Menschentums, von Menschen, die sich selbst schaffen—und in dem
Moment, wo er die Nachlafinotiz schrieb, die wir hier interpretieren, spiirte
er wohl auch, was Plutarch fiir ihn eigentlich war: er sagt: ". . . Man
blattere alle Helden eines Plutarch durch," wobei die Verwendung des
unbestimmten Artikels amplifizierende Wirkung hat. Plutarch ist eine Art
Voriaufer Zarathustras, ein Prediger, der, wie indirekt auch immer, auf den
iibermenschen verweist, ein Mahner zu hoherem Menschentum, und zwar
einem solchen, das mit dem Menschentum (oder einem Teil davon) venvandt
ist, das Nietzsche "zuchten"^^ will.
Plutarch ist fiir den Schriftsteller Nietzsche bei weitem nicht das
geworden, was er fiir den Gedanken Nietzsches
—
jedenfalls nach dieser Stelle
zu urteilen—war. Nirgendwo sonst kOnnte Plutarch fiir einen deutschen
Denker so zentral stehen, nirgendwo sonst kOnnte er derart als Voriaufer
fungieren—aber er wird nur erwShnt, um sofort wieder aus dem Riistzeug
von Ideen und Formulierungen, mit denen Nietzsche zu hantieren pflegte, zu
verschwinden. Ahnlich war es im Friihwerk.
" Kaufmann (s. Anm. 34) 369 f.
*^ GD: Streifziige 38, KGW VI 3, 134.
«ib.31,KGWVI3, 124.
^KGBrffl5,251.
" Dazu Kaufmann (Anm. 34) 355 ff.
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Nun soil von Plutarch her gefragt werden: in welchem MaBe darf er
sich rezipiert fiihlen?
1. Plutarch ist bei Nietzsche (nur) ein Autor, der uns lehrt, was groBe
Menschen sind. Dies Motiv tritt in zwei Formen auf, je nach dem ins Auge
gefaBten Gegenbild. Das eine Unterthema stellt das schlichte, einfache
GroBsein der (Uber-)Bildung und der Haltung analytischer
Wissenschaftlichkeit gegeniiber (wir sahen, wie Nietzsches Urteil sich hier
in Bewegung befand), das andere stellt die Moral des Heroischen anderen
Moralen gegeniiber: der "stillosen naturalistischen Sittlichkeit," dem
Streben (der Zukurzgekommenen) nach Gliick und Heil speziell in der Form
des "christlichen Ideals."
Ist dies wenig genug als Rezeption eines—auch wenn man nur an den
Biographen Plutarch denkt—iiberaus vielschichtigen Autors, so wird das
Wenige im Rang noch gemindert durch die Vermutung, daB (das Haupt- und)
die Unterthemen von Nietzsche bereits als Klischees iibernommen waren.
Die Vermutung liegt nahe, weil beide Unterthemen auch bei Schiller
begegnen, dem einzigen deutschen Autor aus dem Bereich der neueren
Literatur vor Nietzsche, bei dem Plutarch nicht so gut wie vollig vergessen
ist. In Schillers Werken begegnen diese Unterthemen uberdies auch als
einzige Themen, unter denen ihm Plutarch als Idee erscheint. Damit kann
nicht als bewiesen gelten, daB Nietzsche direkt von Schiller abhangt. Aber
Schillers Wirkung auf Gymnasiallehrer, iiberhaupt auf das geistige Umfeld,
von dem sich der Pfarrerssohn, Pfortaschiiler und Altphilologe Nietzsche
bilden lieB, kann eine Art oberfiachliche Redeweise dieser Form iiber
Plutarch inauguriert haben. Schiller muB aber nicht einmal in diesem
allgemeinen Sinn Nietzsches Quelle gewesen sein. Es reicht, ihn als Indiz
dafiir zu nehmen, daB man so iiber Plutarch denken konnte, um die
allgemeinen Lemmata, unter denen Plutarch bei Nietzsche erscheint, als
Klischees verdachtig zu machen.
Das erste Motiv, das Plutarch als den Gestalter von Bildem groBer
Menschen der (Uber-)Bildung der eigenen Epoche gegeniiberstellt, findet sich
an einer gut bekannten Stelle aus Schillers "Raubem" (1781): wenigstens
sie hat Nietzsche, und zwar auswendig, gekannt—das darf man mil
Sicherheit annehmen.^
Wenn der Zuschauer Karl Moor zum ersten mal sieht, liest der gerade
Plutarch. Karl Moor legt seinen Plutarch beiseite und sagt: "Mir ekelt vor
diesem tintenklecksenden Sakulum, wenn ich in meinem Plutarch lese von
groBen Menschen."^''
Bereits 1871 schrieb Nietzsche folgende Zcilen:
* Vgl. KGW ni 3, 31 1; die SleUe win! sofort zitiert werden.
^l.Akt,2. Szene.
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"Die heroische Oper (v. Klein, Bd. 6) d.h. vor allem die historische. Der
pastorale Charakter wird abgestreift. Die ausgezeichnet edeln Menschen:
idyllische Tugendschwarmerei. —Die franzosische Tragodie und Schiller
sind mit einem solchen moralischen Gefilhl als Analoga der heroischen
Oper zu messen. —Also Flucht aus dam Paradies der Menschen in die
groBartigen Tugendmomente der Geschichte: in's Paradies der
Menschengiite.
Die Rduber (Karl Moor, Plutarch, die groBen Menschen).'**
Plutarch selbst ist hier Idee Karl Moors aus Schillers RMubem, eben
Erzieher zum groBen Menschen; der Inhalt der Klammer ruft dem Leser das
zitierte Wort Karl Moors in Erinnerung. (Eher nebenbei riickt Plutarch so
im Nachhinein in jene Linie, in der auch Schiller steht, vor. Damit ist auch
er "als Analogon der heroischen Oper zu messen," seine Biographien
moralische Idyllen, ein "Paradies der Menschengiite." Diese Vorstellung
weist auf "Menschliches, Allzumenschliches" voraus, wo Plutarch auf
differenziertere Weise, namlich wenn er auf eine bestimmte Art gelesen wird,
als Beforderer dieser "Menschengute" gesehen ist.)
Das zweite Motiv, Plutarchs Moral des Heroismus im Gegensatz zu
anderen Handlungsprinzipien, findct sich im 12. der "Briefe uber Don
Carlos" (1788). Schiller schreibt: "Wer entdeckt nicht in dem ganzen
Zusammenhang seines (Marquis Posas) Lebens, daB . . . die Helden des
Plutarch in seiner Seele leben und daB sich also unter zwei Auswegen immer
der heroische zuerst und zunachst ihm darbieten muB." Der an Plutarch
gewachsene Held wahlt den heroischen Weg und laBt einen mdglichen
anderen auBer acht—hier lassen sich viele mOgliche Wege denken
—
Nietzsche dachte an besondere, gegen die er eben Plutarch ins Feld fiihrte.
Die Schillemotiz gibt ein Muster fur seine entsprechenden Bemerkungen.
2. Was Schiller selbst angeht, so gilt er in Nietzsches Friihwerk noch
mehr als Plutarch als Kulturbildner. Seit "Menschliches, Allzu-
menschliches" verliert er diese Rolle; Nietzsches Worte uber ihn sind dann
oft ironisch, herabsetzend—Schiller wird Gegner. Er zahlt zu Nietzsches
"Unmoglichen" ("Schiller: oder der Moral-Trompeter von Sackingen.—
"
Und auch: "Das Andre, was ich nicht horen mag, ist ein beriichtigtes 'und':
die Deutschen sagen Goethe und Schiller,—ich furchte, sie sagen 'Schiller
und Goethe' . . . Kennt man noch nicht diesen Schiller? —Es giebt noch
schlimmere 'und' . . .").^^
Im Friihwerk ist das also noch anders. Schiller steht fiir dasselbe, wofur
auch Plutarch steht. In der im Fruhjahr 1872 verfaBten Vorrede zu den
offentlichen Vorlesungen "Ueber die Zukunft unserer Bildungsanstalten"
klingt dies schon deutlich an, wenn Schiller als der "Kampfende" gesehen
ist, der sich abmuht ".
. . Damit der Tag dem Edlen endlich komme," wie
** S. Anm. 66.
® GD: Streifzuge 1 und 16, KGW VI 3. 105 und 1 15 f.
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die SchluBworte eines Zitats aus Goethes "Epilog zu Schillers Glocke"
lauten. Dergleichen ofter.
Wenn Plutarch die Herabsetzung, die Schiller in Nietzsches spaterem
Werk erfuhr, erspart blieb, so kann das viele Ursachen haben; sicher
jedenfalls nicht die, daB Nietzsche ihm seine Achtung bei genauerem
Hinsehen hatte erhalten mussen. Ein Grund dafiir, daB Plutarch, anders als
Schiller, vor der Verdammnis bewahrt blieb, mag der gewesen sein, daB
Schiller im allgemeinen BewuBtsein war und somit jedes Wort, das iiber ihn
gesagt wurde, kontroUiert zu werden Gefahr lief; Plutarch aber war, und das
wuBte auch Nietzsche, fur Nietzsches deutschen Leser mit groBer
Wahrscheinlichkeit nur ein Name, an den sehr allgemeine Vorstellungen
gekniipft waren. Es war also zweifellos auch eine gewisse—^Nietzsche nicht
anzulastende, sondem allgemeine—Unwissenheit iiber Plutarch daran
beteiligt, daB Plutarch bei Nietzsche eine Art Idee wurde und blieb, die er
—
im ubrigen selten genug—dem Leser, oder, in seinen Notizen, zunachst
einmal sich selbst, vielleicht auch in erster Linie nach gewissermaBen
kulinarischen Gesichtspunkten servierte.
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